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CHAIRMAN CHET WRAY: Good morning ladies and gentlemen. 
This Committee is scheduled to review today three mass transporta-
tion programs: the Intermodal Facilities Program, the Transporta-
tion Planning and Development Account Guideway Program, and the 
Article XIX Guideway Program. this end, we have requested 
state, regional, and local transportation agencies to provide 
testimony which will outline their position, concerns, and 
o tions rega ing the overall direction and 
these three programs. 
stration of 
There are two major reasons whi 
our policies rega ing these programs. 
prompted us to review 
se are: 
1. Caltrans' role 
applications; and, 
evaluation process of project 
2. The need to use the state's mass transit funds to 
greatest effect. 
With regard to the first point, we have been advised 
by both state and local transportation experts that the evaluation 
process of project applications as currently structured allows 
Caltrans to evaluate and rank local applications while at the 
same time it is an applicant of funds itself. We recognize that 
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a problem exists and hope that your testimony will not only address 
the problem but also touch upon solutions to this situation. 
As far as our second point is concerned, we have all 
been aware since the mid 70's of the shortage in transportation 
funds. The passage of SB 215 is only a partial solution to this 
problem. The other part is the development of policies which will 
assure us that whatever transportation funds are available will be 
used to the maximum effect. This po has become particularly 
urgent because, as you know, the General Fund is facing critical 
funding shortages and the Legislature is looking everywhere for 
money to balance the budget. Therefore, we must be alerted to the 
fact that any "banked" funds might be viewed by the Legislature as 
surplus funds. With this in mind, I hope we can all arrive at a 
consensus which will help us develop sound policies to allocate 
and use transportation funds in an equitable and fair manner. 
Of course, one other item that goes along with this and 
we'll want to reco as part of the testimony is our concern that 
Pr osition 5 funding be returned to source. I think that 
some of the witnesses have that on their agenda today. 
Also, we will be very greatful regarding any communication 
we may receive from you, between now and the first of the year, as 
to the lementation of AB 1010. We will be erested to hear 
any ideas you may have on improving the benefits of AB 1010 which 
will require further legislation. 
We will start off with Ed Derman, who is a program analyst 
with the Off e of the Legislative Analyst. 
ED DERMAN: Here is a copy of our presentation and there 
are extra ies available here. 
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My remarks on ing the state's mass transit program 
will be in three parts. First I 11 describe 
finances mass transit act ies in state 
gislature 
next I will 
provide estimates as to how much money 1 be available r mass 
next s 1986 and 1987. transit purposes over 
Finally I will outline major fiscal issues whi the Legisla-
ture may face in deciding how to allocate available resources 
among the various grams in the near future 
The financing base for mass transit was created when 
the Legislature enac 
in 1971. SB 325 el 
SB 325 (Transportation 
t tion of 
sales tax, and the revenue 
Development Act) 
sol 
d rece from 
taxing gasol sales was ly e lent to revenue that 
had been generated by ~ percent tax on the sale of all other goods. 
In o to rna in the Genera revenues at previous 
levels then, the gislature re state sales rate 
4 percent to 3-3/4 percent. 
It also es lis a fo a to p that, if the 
sales of gasol reased at a ster rate e sales of all 
other goods (e.g.' if ice of gasol reas d more drarnat-
ically than o goods) then itional revenues d be 
spent on state transportation programs rather on General 
Fund act ities. And as a result net addition of so-called 
"spillover" revenue that was generated by the lower tax rate on 
the lar r tax base would trans red 
Transportation Planning and Research (TP & R) 
State Transportation Fund. 
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t was then called 
count the 
In 1974, the state sales tax rate was permanently raised 
from 3-3/4 percent to 4-3/4 percent. The additional revenues which 
were generated by the higher sales tax on goods, including gasoline, 
were transferred to the General Fund. It wasn't until the passage 
of SB 620 in 1979 that the spillover formula was changed to reflect 
the increased sales tax rate. In order to reduce the impact of 
the formula change on the General Fund, SB 620 limited the transfer 
to the TP & R Account to $110 million in 1979-80. This limit is 
increased annually to reflect increases in prices and population. 
Any spillover funds in excess of the limit were transferred to the 
General Fund. 
SB 620 also renamed the TP & R Account, the Transporta-
tion Planning and Development (TP & D) Account. This name change 
reflected the increasing role of the state in financing the devel-
opment of mass transportation. At this point, the state subsi-
dizes a number of transit activities including commuter and inter-
city rail programs, the construction of fixed idcways, such as 
light rail systems, the operation of transit systems through the 
State ansit Systems Program, the operation of ivate and inter-
city buses, and the construction of intermodal transfer facilities. 
In the current 1981-82 year, about $140 million is expected to be 
transferred om the sales tax funds to the TP & D Account for mass 
transit purposes. 
There are two other sources that the state has available 
to it to finance fixed guideway construction. First, $25 million 
1n tideland oil revenues will be transferred each year through 
1983-84 to the TP & D Account for guideway projects. In addition, 
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funds are made available from the State Highway Account for guide-
way purposes under Proposition 5, which was passed in 1974. The 
TP & D Account guideway funds and the State Highway Account guide-
way funds may be used only in those counties in which a majority 
of voters have approved a proposition authorizing the use of 
highway account funds for guideway purposes. Under SB 620 the 
Lake Tahoe Region may also use TP & D Account monies for guideway 
projects. 
Gasoline sales tax is also the basis for local transit 
financing. As we said before, SB 325 lowered the state sales tax 
by ~ percent. It also authorized counties to pick up this ~ per-
cent and to use the additional revenues for mass transit purposes; 
rural counties may use such revenues for street and road purposes. 
In 1979-80, this ~ percent tax, which was enacted by the 
Transportation and Development Act (TDA), provided $282.4 million 
in revenue to transit operators; and, this represented out 
26 percent of total transit revenues that were spent on transit in 
that year. In general, about 80% to 85% of all TDA is spent for 
transit purposes in any one year. 
Additional local mass transit revenues should become 
available as a result of SB 215. One of this bill's provisions 
reduces over time the spillover of revenues that are transferred 
to the General Fund. Under SB 215, these funds will now be divided 
equally between the State Highway Account and the TP & D Account. 
The revenues that are transferred to the TP & D Account will be 
subject to appropriation by the Legislature for allocation to 
regional planning agencies for local transit and road programs. 
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Because this is a new program which hasn't been used to this point, 
we don't have any way of knowing how much money will be spent on 
transit from this source. 
Table 1, on Page 5 of my presentation indicates our 
estimates as to how much money will be available to state and 
local agencies for mass transit over the five-year period ending 
1986-87. These estimates are based on Department of Finance 
projections on the sales of gasoline and all other goods. 
As the table indicates, the state will have approximately 
$1 billion to spend on mass transit between 1982-83 and 1986-87. 
An additional $3 billion could be made available for local transit 
purposes during that period, if the Legislature appropriates all 
the sales tax funds that are authorized for such purposes under 
SB 215. If the spending pattern of the last three fiscal years 
continues, about $2.3 billion to $2.6 billion of TDA and sales 
tax revenues will be spent by local agencies on transit over the 
next five years. 
The amount of Proposition 5 money that is available in 
the future is a little more difficult to project. First of all, 
these funds are appropriated by the Legislature each year in the 
Budget Act, and in addition, the allocations in any one community 
cannot exceed 25 percent of the State Highway Account allocations 
in the area, unless additional funds are needed to maximize federal 
funding. As a result, the amount of Highway Account resources 
available in the future will be determined annually in the Budget 
Act, not by statute, and is related to the distribution of Highway 
Account resources. Table 2, in the middle of Page 6 indicates 
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preliminary Caltrans estimates of Proposition 5 money between 
1982-83 and 1986-87 if the 25 percent maximum is applied. As the 
table indicates, about $570 million could be spent for mass transit 
purposes from the State Highway Account. 
The money that's spent on transit is based on sales 
tax revenues and these revenues tend to increase as prices increase. 
As a result, the funding for transit increases over time without 
any action by the Legislature being required. This is in contrast 
to the Highway and Motor Vehicle Account programs which rely on 
motor vehicle fuel taxes and registration fees. Revenues from 
these fees increase only if the number of gallons sold or vehicles 
registered increase. When consumption and registration fees 
increase at a rate that is less than the rate of inflation, which 
has occurred in recent years, then increases in fees such as were 
provided in SB 215, for example, are required to maintain a stable 
program. 
With respect to transit, as long as the demand on the 
state's transit resources does not increase faster than consumer 
prices, resources should be sufficient to meet the demand. In 
balancing resources and expenditures in the next few years, the 
Legislature may have to contend with both increasing demands on 
transportation resources and a shortage of funds available to 
support other state programs. Resolving the competing claims for 
funds will be a major challenge facing the Legislature in the 
coming year, and may have a significant impact on the state's 
mass transportation program. 
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I would like to conclude by outlining what we believe to 
be the significant fiscal issues which confront the Legislature 
in dealing with the transit program. As with any other program, 
the basic issue which the Legislature faces in the transit program 
is how to allocate the funds among competing transportation activi-
ties. In the State Highway Account, the choice generally is limited 
to guideways and Proposition 5 on one hand. In the TP & D Account, 
there are more activities among which these trade-offs can be made. 
In 1982-83 these trade-offs must be made during the budget process 
because the appropriations that were enacted in SB 620 will expire 
at the end of the current year and there is no legislation as of 
yet to continue the appropriations. 
We have identified four major transit programs which will 
be competing for funds in the future. 
First, is the State Transit Assistance Program. SB 620 
expresses the Legislature's intent that local operators be allocated 
about one-half of the annual TP & D sales tax revenues. We 
estimate that complying with this intent would require a five-year 
total appropriation of $433 million. 
The second is the State Rail Program. The state currently 
subsidizes four commuter and intercity rail services. In contin-
uing the existing services, it will cost nearly $70 million in 
operating subsidies over the next five years. In addition, the 
Department anticipates establishing several new commuter and 
intercity routes in the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Areas 
over the next few years. 
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1'hird, 1s the Urban Guideway Program. Current plans for 
guideway capital outlay project which were prepared by transit 
agencies indicated a demand for $723 million in state funds over 
the next five years. The actual demand for these funds could be 
higher if the federal government pays a lower percentage of the 
costs than was assumed in the estimates, or the project costs are 
higher than anticipated. On the other hand, state expenditures 
could be less if some of the projects are not approved. 
Finally, there is the Intermodal Transfer Facilities 
Program. Our understanding is that the Department currently is 
developing a five-year expenditure plan for intermodal transfer 
facilities. A recent Caltrans report indicates that at least 
$10 million in TP & D Account funds will be needed each year for 
planned projects. 
These four programs alone will cost a total of about 
$1.3 billion over the next five years. We estimate that there 
will be enough resources to finance this activity plus the 
Department's own support costs if the statutory transfers to the 
TP & D Account occur and if the Legislature appropriates about 
75 percent of the Proposition 5 funds which could be made available. 
Our estimate of the total demand does not include the cost of any 
new rail services that are established during that period, any 
capital improvements to intercity rail services and any new 
commuter services, and any other program expenses that may take 
place during that period. In addition, we point out that the 
statutory restrictions on the allocation of Proposition 5 funds 
in any individual county may preclude funding some of the planned 
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guideway projects. 
Dec ing how to allocate the funds among the various 
mass ransportation pro ams may be even more difficult because 
Legislature may have to contend wi increasing demands on 
tran rtation funds coming from both transportation agencies and 
other state programs. These additional demands are likely to stem 
om the condition of the state's General Fund and potential cuts 
federa transit assistance. 
I think we are all aware t the competition for General 
resources s been quite ense this year. We anticipate 
t c etition will be just as intense next year for four 
reasons: 
F st, the Legislature was able to draw on certain one-
time sav revenues when it enacted the 1981-82 budget. 
se one-t sav revenues are s t approximately 
$75 million enditures. While it may be possible 
to cont some of 
unsecur 
se isms 1982-83, others, for 
ex le, property tax, will not be available next 
r . 
Se ond, re 11 be little or no balance the reserve 
r economic uncertainty at end of this year. In order to 
ate budget from the effects of unantic ted expenditures 
or evenue s rt lls, this balance should be restored to at least 
$500 Ilion 1982-83. In doing so, although it is necessary, it 
wil mean t $500 Ilion in revenue owth 11 not be available 
to General grams. 
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Third, if proposals in the June 1982 ballot which effec-
tively repeal the inheritance and gift tax and which fully index 
personal income tax are approved by the voters, revenues to the 
state will be reduced by $330 million. 
Finally, some General Fund capital outlay projects 
which were deferred in the current year may have to be funded in 
1982-83. These expenditures would be in addition to the normal 
capital outlay program. 
The Legislature, in deciding how it wants to set its 
budget priorities, may choose to reallocate to the General Fund 
money that would otherwise go to special funds, such as the TP & D 
Account. In fact, during the current year, $31.5 million was 
transferred from the TP & D Account to the General Fund. This year 
this transfer did not affect the transit program because if no 
transfer had been made there would have been over $36 million 
available at the end of the current fiscal year. In next 
fiscal year the account balance probably will be significantly 
lower. And as a result, a transfer of TP and D Account monies 
to the General Fund in 1982-83 may require a reduction in the 
planned transit program. 
The Legislature may also have to contend with reductions 
in federal transit and Amtrak assistance. As you are aware, the 
Reagan Administration proposes to phase out federal transit 
operating assistance and defer funding for certain transit 
capital outlay projects. In the last federal fiscal year, $160 
million was apportioned to the state for transit operating 
assistance. If this assistance is eliminated or if capital 
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outl projects do not receive federal ing, the Legislature 
will have to consider, first of all, whe r the state will 
replace of lost revenues , if so, how it will finance 
is reased level of assistance. 
And, finally the same issue applies to proposed reduc-
tions in Amtrak subsidies. If subsidies are reduced, some rail 
services California may have to be curtailed unless the Legis-
lature deci s to increase the state sidy to Amtrak routes to 
permit a cont tion of existing service. 
RMAN WRAY: Thank you, Any questions, Assembly-
man ? 
YOUNG: One of questions I have, and I 
don't know if the analyst has studied it, but I would appreciate if at 
least some k 
Is re 
s 
outstr 
of 
1 
of examination is on the practice of banking funds. 
lati erosion of money that is banked? In Los 
e sums are be anked ls re Corridor 
concern s whe r e cost of construction is 
s that should and could be spent today instead 
or twenty ars down ro 
1, we 
the recent past we saw an erosion of 
't looked at this issue. In 
va e of highway monies 
t were be banked. 
SEMB YOUNG: I always thought it ironic that we, 
in past, railed against director of Caltrans for her bank-
1 practices. t, s les we've got that same 
ous practice going on and nobody has really pointed a finger 
at I'm wondering if between now and next Friday's hearing 
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I'm having on the same subject, if you could, perhaps, analyze 
this point so that we can bring out publicly what's really happen-
ing. I know the California Transportation Commission is wrestling 
with the same subject about current banking practices. I think 
there should be a quantifiable evaluation of what the erosion 1s. 
MR. DERMAN: I will certainly try and develop some 
information for you. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Thank you, Ed. Next is Lee Deter from 
Cal trans. 
LEE DETER: Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Committee, 
thank you for inviting Caltrans to appear before you to discuss 
some of the state's mass transportation programs. I am Lee Deter, 
Chief of the Department's Division of Mass Transportation. 
I will first discuss the intermodal terminal program, 
then the Transportation Planning and Development Account Guideway 
Program, and finally, the Article XIX Guideway Program. 
Your inquiries about the intermodal terminal program 
are questions which have been raised in the past, debated by the 
Legislature and determined through legislative action to be Cal-
trans' responsibility. However, it may be helpful to review the 
reason for the program, its development, and where it stands today. 
The purpose of intermodal terminals is to enable passen-
gers to conveniently change modes of travel to reach their destina-
tions as inexpensively and quickly as possible. The ease with 
which an air traveler can hail a taxi, rent a car, or catch an 
airport limousine, can, and should be, duplicated for an intercity 
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rail or bus passenger. Additionally, a person should be able to 
transfer to a city bus or rail transit system just as easily. 
Often the rehabilitation and expansion of an existing facility 
is all that is needed to provide this connection. In other cases, 
a new facility is warranted to get the modes together. 
Now I would like to clarify the program's development 
and where it is today. It all began 1976 with Senate Bill 1879 
which instructed the Department to develop criteria for the evalu-
ation of proposed projects, to prepare an annual project evaluation 
report, and to recommend annual funding priorities. We have fully 
complied with these requirements. Upon receipt of our first two 
annual reports, the Legislature, through Senate Bill 1750 in 1978, 
and Senate Bill 620 in 1979, appropriated funds to 25 specific 
projects. Senate Bill 620 also appropriated $5 million for alloca-
tion by the Cali rnia Transportation Commission to other projects 
in report. The state's share of the project cost was limited to 
25 percent. Fund has been continued through subsequent budgets 
but state participation ceiling is now 75 percent, as estab-
lis d in the 1980-81 Budget Act. During the aration and 
evaluation ocess for third and annual reports, 
Caltrans identified several deficiencies in process. 
idelines and criteria did not address: a project's 
relevance to the overall transportation network; its potential 
influence on transportation corridors of interregional or statewide 
signif e; or its effect on environment ly fragile areas. 
Another problem was that many applicants protrayed their projects 
as being "ready to go" when, in actuality, they were not. This 
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was attributable to several tors: unrealiable cost estimates, 
incomplete project descriptions, diminishing local funds, incom-
plete environmental documents, and jurisdictional conflicts, to 
name a few. Consequently, out of the 39 projects funded to date, 
only four have been completed, and until very recently only one 
was finished. The only one finished was the Richmond Amtrak-Bart 
Station designed and built by Caltrans. 
Caltrans has responded to these problems related to 
guidelines and criteria for selecting projects. First, we have 
divided applications into two categories: planning and construc-
tion, each with different evaluation criteria and guidelines. The 
benefits are twofold: projects in different stages of development 
are not evaluated together, as they were in the past; and projects 
that are not "construction ready" can be encouraged with early 
planning money. 
Secondly, we recommended that the Legislature provide 
a continuous funding source so proponents of terminal facilities 
may be assured, if they invest in the planning and design, that 
a source of funds is available to construct and operate the faci-
lity. 
Since Senate Bill 654 in 1980 gave the Department author-
ity to construct, acquire or lease, improve, and operate passenger 
terminals and related facilities of interregional and statewide 
significance, the California Transportation Commission has allocated 
funds to purchase Union Station in Los Angeles, the Santa Fe Depot 
in San Diego, and the stations along the Southern Pacific Commuter 
line in the Bay Area. Caltrans will assume the ownership, 
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development and operation of intermodal terminals if the facility 
is of interregional or statewi 
lS 1 supported by local a 
significance and if development 
ies. 
The Department also assists local agencies with the 
development of projects. Government Code Section 14081 authorizes 
Caltrans to assist other public entities with project planning 
a design; research and material testing; plans, specifications 
and estimates; acquisition of rights-of-way and relocation 
assistance; project contract administration and construction 
spection; and overall project management. 
The gislature has also tructed Caltrans to develop 
an ermo 1 ilities plan whi 11 be completed in March 
1982. Since statewide interests must be considered, Caltrans is 
the most logical agency to lead in the selection and development 
of projects. 
plina sta 
necessary ertise our multi-disci-
n addition, several local and reg 1 agencies, private 
devel ers, and transportation;providers may be involved in imple-
menti a s le ility. G difficulty of coordinating 
is d rs of participants 
believes that Caltrans is in the best 
sources, the Department 
sition to perform the role 
f by Legislature in Government Code Section 14000.5, and 
te, Leg slature further f and clares that the role 
of e s ate in transportation 11 be to: encourage and stimulate 
el of mass tran tation where found appropriate 
as a means of carry out the po icy of providing balanced trans-
portation the state". 
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Our active involvement in intermodal terminals is 
appropriate and necessary to our responsibilities as charged 
by the Legislature. 
Now I will address the Transit Guideway Program funded 
from the TP & D Account. You asked whether Caltrans should 
evaluate local applications when at the same time it is an 
applicant. 
While we do not believe there is a conflict in the 
Department's dual roles of project applicant and project evaluator, 
there is duplication because the California Transportation Commis-
sion also performs an independent evaluation of project applica-
tions. 
The purpose of the evaluations conducted by Caltrans and 
the California Transportation Commission is to compare the guideway 
transit needs of various areas, the value of the projects proposed 
to meet these needs and, finally, the readiness of the projects 
for funding. 
As a state agency, it is neither our purpose nor our 
inclination to favor one area of the state over another. As the 
State Department of Transportation, we are charged with the respon-
sibility to conduct a thorough evaluation of projects on a state-
wide basis. 
At the same time, the Department has been given the 
authority to implement projects, and we believe that in these 
cases it is most appropriate that the Department prepare the 
project application. For example, Caltrans was authorized by the 
Legislature to contract for the Southern Pacific passenger rail 
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service between San Jose and San Francisco. 
Further, all projects, regardless of applicant, require 
approval of the regional agency in the Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program. Final project priorities are determined by 
the California Transportation Commission after independent 
evaluation. However, should the decision be made to subject 
transit guideway applications to only one review and evaluation, 
it is clear that this should be done by the California Transporta-
tion Commission because Caltrans has major responsibilities for 
project implementation and must continue to be an applicant. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, a question. Is that 
final statement a tacit way of saying that Caltrans would support 
the position that the CTC be the evaluator? 
MR. DETER: Well, I think if the Legislature felt 
that it was appropriate that there only be one evaluator. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Let me phrase it this way. Since 
we arc looking at continuing limited resources and obviously 
whatever review will cost both agencies some financial or personnel 
resources, it seems like we should avoid duplication as far as the 
eva tion process is concerned. I think your last statement is 
phisophically where I am, in the sense that since CTC has the 
fina evaluation responsibility, and Caltrans 1s an applicant, we 
s uld do away with one or the other, whether it be Caltrans or 
CTC. It seems like, again, since CTC has the responsibility they 
should also have evaluation responsibility. 
MR. R: I think it is our position, because we do 
have implementation responsibility, that we do need the authority 
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to compete and it might be more appropriate for the Commission to 
evaluate. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: I'm not quarreling with that point. 
The point I'm trying to make here is that it is duplicated effort 
to have two separate evaluations going on simultaneously. 
MR. DETER: Well, yes. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: O.K. I just wanted to make that 
point because that is one of the concerns I've shared. As I've 
tried to fair it through all the varying competing values, I'm 
having a difficult time just trying to see why we need another 
evaluation by Caltrans. I think they should be part of the process 
as an applicant and continue to do that. But, CTC should clearly 
have the sole responsibility for evaluation in the total decision 
process. 
MR. DETER: As you know, the allocation is a safety 
maker, so that's the reason for our position. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: O.K. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: I think there was a question in the 
Committee's letter relating to this issue. Is that what you're 
addressing, Lee? 
MR. DETER: Yes, there was an inquiry made in the 
briefing paper the Committee furnished persons who were invited to 
testify. 
You also indicated concern about whether Caltrans should 
have a policy role in the planning and development of local light 
rail projects. 
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We believe it is appropriate for the Department to 
assume a partnership role with local agencies in the planning 
and development of new transit guideway systems. Section 14081 
of the Government Code specifically authorizes the Department to 
enter into agreements with local agencies to plan, design, con-
struct, or provide any other service in connection with mass 
transit guideway projects. Currently, for example, the Department 
is a member of the Sacramento Transit Development Agency, a joint 
powers agency between Caltrans and the City of Sacramento, the 
County of Sacramento, and the Sacramento Regional Transit District. 
The Agency is planning and will develop a light rail system in the 
Sacramento area. 
The role of Caltrans in the planning and development of 
any local project will depend largely upon the interests, experi-
ence, and expertise of the local agencies involved. Caltrans has 
developed a considerable amount of expertise and experience in 
rail projects, and we believe that the expertise we have gained 
can, and should be, put to use assisting rail development where 
appropriate. 
In addition to Caltrans involvement in the Sacramento 
light rail project, we are currently furnishing project engineering 
on the light rail system here in San Diego and on the rehabili-
tation of McCloud River Railroad in Siskiyou County. We also 
believe as long as a project is to be developed using state 
transportation funds, the Department has a responsibility to 
represent the state's interest in determining how these funds 
should be spent. Further, the Department has a specific 
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obligation as a "responsible agency" under the California 
Environmental Quality Act to specify the scope and content of 
environmental studies, including the alternatives to be studied. 
This authority and responsibility is specified in Section 21080.4 
of the Public Resources Code. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, before he leaves that 
point, can I ask Mr. Deter to further define what he thinks 
Caltrans' role should be? I mean, you say you feel that Caltrans 
should have a role and you gave various examples. You cited 
Sacramento where you are a part of a joint powers agreement, and 
San Diego where you're doing engineering, and Los Angeles where 
we are all wasting our time. I just want to know specifically, 
what role do you see for Caltrans? You know that Caltrans' role 
has been very vague and it has been left literally up to, I don't 
want to say the whims and fancies, but the desires of the local 
community to have and to use the resources available to Caltrans. 
MR. DETER: I think that I can just best reiterate what 
I think the Director indicated to your Committee a few weeks ago 
by saying that we believe Caltrans should have the design and 
construction, and administration of planning and that local 
transportation providers should be the operators. The concept is 
that the regional transit district will operate the system. In 
Los Angeles we think that SCRTD should probably be the operator. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Is this something the Director 
would want statutorily defined? Because it seems, again, that 
Caltrans' extent of involvement varies. 
- 21 -
MR. DETER: I think we do have the authority statutorily, 
but, right now, so do others. This situation is the cause of some 
of the problems we are facing. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: I would appreciate more specific 
clarification of what Caltrans feels its role should be in the 
development of light rail systems. It seems like if you're going 
to make a suggestion, as you did in this testimony, that Caltrans 
should have a role. Then, I would request at least that you be 
more specific about what role you should have and how you think 
this could be achieved. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: It seems that the Department is playing 
a different role in different project areas. I think that in 
some areas we are performing one function and in other areas 
another function. 
MR. DETER: Yes, that is certainly true. Our involvement 
is dependent on the extent of local expertise. In San Diego, we 
provided a chief engineer, and a construction engineer, other 
resources were provided by MTDB. In Sacramento, where we are a 
partner in a joint powers authority, we are expecting to do the 
design and development of the project and the construction of 
administration. As I said, we expect that the operator will be 
the Regional Transit. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: I think what Assemblyman Young was 
interested in and what we are really interested in is to find out 
the Department's feelings on what kind of authority it needs in 
this area. 
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MR. DETER: We think we have the expertise and the 
ability to put it together and deliver. I think it's pretty 
clear. We've been doing that for 80 years in the highway program 
and we think we can also deliver rail. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, if I could clarify my 
concerns. I see you playing different roles, first in the San 
Diego system, and now in Sacramento. I see that as one definition 
and then I see that there are others. I'm not sure of your role 
in San Jose or Orange County or how you might interface there. 
You've played many different characters in this evolving picture 
and then you come before this Select Committee and intimate that 
you want to have a role, but you don't define it. I really think 
that it's encumbered upon the Department to be very specific when 
you come before a legislative committee and ask for a role. In 
other words, come before us and say, either we want total 
engineering or we want total construction or we want total planning 
or we want all of them. There has to be a specific delineation. 
Either that or we'll have the same inconsistent pattern across the 
state we now have. 
I'm not advocating at this point any position because 
I haven't really heard what Caltrans wants to do. I guess I have 
to bifurcate the question in my mind because I see the other areas 
of the state and then I see what isn't going on in Los Angeles 
County and I see varying responsibilities of roles that should be 
exercised. I would like to get a specific proposal from the 
Department so that we in the Legislature can evaluate what you 
mean when you say you want a role. 
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CHAIRMAN WRAY: Could you get something to the Committee, 
if possible, in written form during the course of the year? 
MR. I am sure we can. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: I'm assuming that your role sometimes 
is occasioned by negotiation with the locals, and by really 
working with them on the project. Isn't your role determined to 
some degree by negotiation and working th those people and finding 
what their needs are, what they don't 
have? 
, and what they should 
MR. DETER: Yes, that's correct. We o r our services 
and we point out that we think we have a good track record in 
providing pl and designing construction and project delivery. 
We po t out t we have the authority to do all those things 
and then we together the jo powers agreements or memorandas 
of r e 1 cuments are necessary. As I 
Young is ask us to provide something 
a litt e mo e finitive to Committ e. I th that's a 
reasonable request. 
LYMAN YOUNG: prob already have said more 
out this is necessary, I just want to make one other 
conment. Somehow it would seem that agencies around the state 
s ld avail themselves of Caltrans abilities and, hopefully, 
a select manner. I think what San Diego did, by using Cal-
trans eng ering and Sacramento where they elected to use Caltrans 
as part of the jo powers agreement makes sense. What angers me 
most is that most of these planning ies don't have engineering 
expertise don't have the staff on b to do a lot of the 
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responsibilities necessary for construction. So, rather than try 
for an economical plan which could utilize available resources, 
whether it be a local rapid transit district, or Caltrans, or a 
local planning agency, they end up immediately trying to build 
this armada of staff, so they can say, why work for this local 
transportation commission or something like I wouldn't work for 
Caltrans. Such attitude only builds up the rivalries but most 
of all it's a waste of public money. We have resources within the 
public sector with so many different agencies who have at least 
a smattering of information, and knowledge and expertise. Those 
agencies should use them and they shouldn't try to use this as 
a process to try to build up these legions of employees. Because, 
again, if we can borrow from Caltrans, if we can borrow from a 
local transportation district, we should do it. Everybody is 
worried about whose name is going to be on the plaque when we 
dedicate it. The key should be economy and I think if there's 
any hallmark of what happened in San Diego, the lesson for all 
of us should be that they were really shrewd enough to try to 
spend the public's dollar wisely, and I will always applaud the 
effort down here in that regard. They just didn't have this 
selfish pride and, again, I think that's a testimony of what can 
be done in government rather than what can't be done. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Are you finished with your testimony, 
Lee? 
MR. DETER: The last thing I need to discuss with you 
is the Article XIX Guideway Program and the issue of banking 
the guideway funds. 
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Greater exibility in the law and careful programming 
is necessary to allow the state to provi its share of needed 
funding on an it le basis r all areas developing guideway 
projects. 
same time, funds must be available to meet the 
federal requirement for a commitment of local match money to 
obta a federal grant. current annual legislative appropri-
ation process without banking does not provide a sufficient basis 
of to do this. 
We need a reliable and continuing funding source to 
meet this requ ed commitment, with greater statutory flexibility 
and assurance from the Legislature that appr riated funds will be 
available future years, perhaps as a multi-year appropriation, 
to support commitments made in the current year. Only with such 
flex ili and assurance of continued funding 11 it be possible 
to meet transit deway needs, meet the demands of equity, 
inane and avoid the need cash 
summarize, I think it is clear that the Legislature 
s directed Caltrans to t a le role lopment and 
eration of ermodal te ls, connecting interregional and 
stat de public transportation systems. Further, we have been 
provid a s role in the selection development of 
inte 1 terminals and transit guideway systems. The Legisla-
ture s also directed that Caltrans r resent the state's 
te est in determining how state funds are to be spent, act as 
a re ons le agency the Cali rnia ironmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), and have the authority to plan, design and construct 
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transit guideway systems. 
Finally, public tran ortation in this state needs a 
reliable, dependable fund source. We look forward to working 
with you in seeking a source. 
Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Thank you, Mr. Deter. That's a very 
good report, by the way. I think the response to Mr. Young's 
request will probably help us and maybe help the Department as 
well. 
MR. DETER: Yes, that would be helpful. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Good. Thank you. All right, we're now 
ready for the California Transportation Commission. 
IVAN HINDERAKER: My name is Ivan Hinderaker and I am 
Vice-Chairman of the Califo a ansportation Commission. 
CHAiruMAN WRAY: You are our surprise witness. 
DR. HINDERAKER: I am re on behalf of le Onorato 
who is our Chairman, who re ts that she could not come. 
After SB 215, the California Transportation Commission 
has been particularly concerned recently about the ticle XIX 
Program which funds guideway projects with money from the State 
Highway Account. That program urgently needs statutory reform. 
It needs statutory reform because: 
1. The present inequitable arrangement of guaranteeing 
funds for San Diego and Los Angeles County, and then banking them 
if they are not needed immediate , must be replaced with a system 
of guarantees that all counties in the program will have an equal 
opportunity to obtain state transit support. 
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2. The state can no longer afford the practice of 
banking Article XIX funds for projects not ready for construction. 
3. The Commission needs greater flexibility to allocate 
Article XIX funds to counties where projects are ready for 
construction and there is an opportunity to capture federal 
funds. 
The Commission believes that the state must end the 
practice of banking State Highway Account funds for guideway 
projects that will not need the money several years. This for 
several reasons, including the fact that the demand for state 
transportation revenues is too great to continue the practice of 
banking. 
For example, this year, by law, Los Angeles County 
automatically received 25% of the total State Highway Account 
funds spent in the county for its mass transit guideway reserve, 
even though the county does not t have a project ready for 
construction. While about $33.6 million of the $49.5 million 
Proposition 5 money available was set aside, or banked, unused, 
r a reserve thout a project under construction, the Commission 
to cut ing projects submitted by San Francisco, 
Alameda, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Orange and Sacramento Counties 
for projects that were either ready for construction or were well 
into development stage. 
The Commission believes that a more flexible Article XIX 
o would better enable California to capture federal aid to 
hui ld mass transit systems than the program of banking funds in 
every county. In past years, the omrnission has always made 
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matching federal funds a high priority. consistently 
allocated state funds to projects be e federal funds have been 
committed, but then made rece t of state contingent 
upon the project eventual getting a certain amount of federal 
support. These policies give the federa rnment all of the 
guarantees it needs from the state. 
On the other hand, if the state ties its hands with 
rigid statutory constraints or where increasingly scarce state 
guideway funds can be spent, the chances will increase that the 
state will not be able to concentrate a large amount of funds 1n 
a single county to match a large federal , espec 1 
if the federal government makes od of its plans to increase the 
amount of state and local match needed to get federal money. 
From the Commission's perspective, then, banking is a threat to 
California's ability to capture federal tead of a means 
of insuring our receipt of a fair s re of deral A 
flexible Article XIX pro is the most e i ient means of 
pursuing federal funding r worthwhile projects. Thus, we have 
identified flexibility as the first goal that any Article XIX 
statutory reform should achieve. 
In addition to increased exibility, these are the 
other goals that.the Commission believes Article XIX reform must 
achieve: 
1. To provide adequate guarantees to participating 
counties by insuring that they will get, over a four-year period, 
a fair share of the state guideway funds that are available. 
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2. Eliminate the wasteful practice of banking, but give 
Los Angeles the chance to make the best use of the guideway 
reserve it now has. In other words, to grandfather that in. 
3. Concentrate state funds on the most pressing major 
projects, but continue to fund planning and a few smaller projects 
in other areas each year. 
4. termine the guideway program's share of State 
Highway count funding after insuring that essential highway 
need are met, including SB 215's requirement that the 1980 
State Transportation Improvement Program be fulfilled. Even 
after the commitment of SB 215 is met, maintaining and rehabili-
tating the state highway system and matching available federal 
highway aid will continue to require a major commitment of state 
tr ortation funds. 
SEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Mr. Cha , Jet me go back to your 
statement re elimination of the wast 1 practice of banking, 
t giv g s Angeles chance to use of guideway 
reserves it now has. Would it be the position of the Commission 
t u feel s Angeles should be able to keep the money they 
e banked? 
. HINDERAKER: That is correct. Let me say this: 
I really shouldn't say that because the Commission is presently 
wo counties, cities and regional agencies on this 
1ssue. In that sense we don't have a final position yet. In 
other wo s, some ing is go to come out of this process and 
at present t eve ody is working together in such a way 
that we hope that at the end it will be mutual agreement. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: concern I have first off is 
that Los Angeles will to return $4.1 million ly of 1982, 
back to the state se are monies t could have 
been used in Alameda; could have been used San Diego; and could 
have been used in San isco. 
Secondly, I real there should be a thorough 
investigation about whether Los Angeles should the money 
because, indeed, if they want to continue clinging to Wilshire 
Corridor subway, that means t money would be banked, literally 
for several years. I don't know why anybody should ke money 
banked when other counties, such a e are re to go and 
could use the money now. I what eals to me is the notion 
of giving the Commission flex If s came before the 
Commission and said next 
Los Angeles could get 
on the Wilshire Corri s 
1986' if 
tment ral 
, we ne a match of $80 
when 
rnment 
Ilion 
or $30 million or $20 mill on, 
precess and the Comm ssion would 
funds. But, in the meant , if you 
c d go through the 
exibility to allocate 
t $30 Ilion sitting 
there and absolutely at of no use other people 
can put it to use just esn't seem supportab e to me. 
DR. HINDERAKER: All I can say here is, t at the 
present time in the discussions that are tak place on this 
issue that is one of the points which has been incorporated into 
the discussions. If 're ing to get s les County and 
San Diego County to along 
get Orange County to agree to 
th some kind of agreement and also 
andon the rgeson Bill which 
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would add Or e County to s Angeles and San Diego 
statuto list and then, of course, the danger of that is that 
if gets it, some other counties get it. I liken this 
to k of situation re if you're going to try to capture 
rats and t good cereal mix cement in it and have them 
dr water, pretty soon the whole system will be so locked up 
at we won't be le to a ing at all and the Commission's 
ject s been to try and get ody to get together in such 
a way that we might some to to Legislature with 
whi d be bra support so t the gislature and 
Governor would do something out is. 
AS LYMAN YOUNG: I want to my comments at 
least germa since, as one of the legislators sitting on the 
poli ttee, I s e rtial re ons ility r this situation. 
I am a so om s les I 1 te 1 you that I think 
citizens of s Angeles will no 1 support the 
waste rnment we, as legislators, whether 
we c s other county, have an 
ion t not Or County or Sacra-
nto ,-, or 0 s r r our own inefficiencies L 
our own tness. I we have damn few resources 
il le, ref ore we s ld use the money and I really believe 
ssion s d be given flex ility to make maximum 
b its I am confi you will. I just think that 
notion of iate writ of $30 million, again if Los 
ele waul want to move rward on a oject certainly then 
it would be support le, as see it now there is nothing 
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more than idle omises more waste of lie monies. If <.'Y 
want to move forward agress ly then I think it could be done 
but if not, t should to ssion. You and 
the Commission, as you have done in a really f fashion, make 
some adequate decisions for the whole state. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: One additional stion. Bergeson 
bill wouldn't be necessary if the Commission had the authority 
that Mr. Young just described. 
DR. HINDERAKER: Well, I th that the Bergeson bill 
is addressed to Orange County's desire to put itself in the same 
position as San Diego and Los 
CHAIR~AN WRAY: If 
es Counties. 
t ex ility prevailed such 
catch-up bills wouldn't even be necessary. 
DR. HINDERAKER: In other words, if s Angeles County 
never go ten 
is situation. 
and San Diego 
then we wouldn't 
DR. HI RAKER: t of 
all the Proposition 5 is locked 
total amount of $49.5 million only 
for all the other counties lved. 
ri or g lly 
lem is that practically 
two counties. Of the 
out $7 million has been left 
That's di iculty. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Yes. Well, that's exact what Assembly-
man Young was present compla out. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: It seems like that flexibility, 
perhaps, would be an alternative, I think Orange County 
obviously can express itself on its own viewpoints, but I think 
I don't blame them. I think every county should come in with 
their own bill and say, listen if Los Angeles County has this and 
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is not spending it, why shouldn't we have the same ability. I 
have to tell you, I have a different feeling about San Diego 
only the sense that I hate to penalize success. Somehow, I 
hope in this process their success is taken into consideration 
that they made good use of the money. I hope that we somehow 
hold them harmless and that they're not totally penalized if we 
do change their formula. Los Angeles County, I hardly have that 
empathy for. 
DR. HINDERAKER: I can only add here that the California 
Transportation Commission hopes that the counties, the regions 
and Caltrans, the Legislature, and the Governor will, on the 
basis of our record, have enough trust and faith in our ability 
and concern about making fair decisions so that we can have the 
kind of flexibility which makes it poss le to perform for the 
State of li rn1a. 
I just a little bit re left. Keeping the present 
ticle XIX program, or allowing more counties to bank funds for 
projects several years away from construction, could lead to the 
loss of substantial federal aid and preclude many Article XIX 
counties om ing a r id transit system. 
Commission has submitted written testimony to the 
Committee t explains its goals in detail, and I would be happy 
to answer any questions you have about them. 
th regard to the questions you asked about the state's 
ermodal and TP & D guideway pro ,. ich are financed 
thr the sales tax on gasoline, I want to mention that concern 
about Department of ansportation's different roles in these 
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• 
programs is widcspre As t of Commission's review of 
the TP & D guideway program this year, our st f and consultants 
met separately with all of the erators and regional agencies 
participating in the program. Most felt that the Department's 
roles as competitor for funds and as the evaluator of projects to 
receive the funding inevitably created a conflict of interest. 
To the extent that the Legislature increases the Department's role 
in building and sponsoring mass t ansit programs, we believe that 
the Department's role as evaluator of projects for funds should be 
limited. 
I want to just comment that after listening to Mr. Deter 
speak for the Department, on 7 of his testimony, as I read 
it, represents substantially what the Commission feels about the 
evaluation process. I don't really recognize any po of differ-
ence at all on that. 
Let me also say t we are very concerned about the 
number of different programs to specific types of projects, 
such as the special appropriations for intermo 1 stations. The 
Commission will consider alternat , more e ficient approaches 
to funding these projects this month. 
The Commission will develop a more detailed position 
on the Article XIX and TP & D programs in the next few months and 
will continue to wo with your staff and the staff of the other 
legislative committees working on mass transportation to keep you 
informed along the way of our positions 
I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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CHAIRMAN WRAY: Thank you. Now, are there any questions 
to the witness? We thank you very much, Dr. Hinderaker. 
THOMAS LARWIN: I would like to, if I could, give my 
time over to the vice-chairwoman of the Metropolitan Transit Develop-
ment Board, Mrs. Judith Bauer. 
JUDITH BAUER: Welcome to San Diego and we'll keep our 
remarks very short and maybe we can help you catch up the time. 
Our board has discussed the di culties the State of California 
is experiencing in finding the funding for mass transit. We have 
directed our general manager to work with committees that you are 
involved in to try to find constructive, realistic ways to meet 
the needs of California. What I'd 1 to do today is talk a little 
bit about some keys that I think you and the State of California 
provi us to allow for our success, the hopes that as you 
look at ways to improve the existing situation you will be sure 
to include or try to include those ings in any new legislation. 
I you s d take some credit for what has 
e San Diego because the Legislature, which created MTDB, 
carried Wl l some edients which made 
r our success, 
some guidelines 
I would 1 to review se quickly with you. 
Within our enabling legislation you gave us several 
important admonishments: 
first was: You told us that we should give 
priori consideration to guideway technology presently available 
and use. other words, we were to re on off-the-shelf tech-
no logy not try to reinvent some new and snazzy. 
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You told us t a ideway system ld be brought 
into operation incrementally, that is, we didn't to build 
40 miles at once. You told us we should some t made 
use of the available fiscal resources in a respons le fashion 
and look to upgrading as the ability arose. 
And, you also told us that existing rights-of-way of 
public entities should be a major source of study of corridors. 
We adhered to those directives from the beginning of 
our planning on through the process, and the comments we made 
earlier about the use of Caltrans is certainly very true. We've 
kept our own staff ve small. Today there are only 23 persons, 
including clerical employees, at MTDB. We have reli on expertise 
within the County of San Diego, City of Diego, Caltrans. 
So, we have had people working th us buying into our process 
from a number of other agencies. As th s 1 
project, it became a San ego ject rather an 
r our 
project. 
Taking your rst admonition that we had to use off-the-
shelf technology, when we sent out our bids we out that 
many of the United States manu turers weren't in a position 
to bid. They had all been bankrupt by devel grander 
one city brie creative systems that would on be used 
So, our bright red shiny trolleys were ilt in seldorf, 
Germany. They are seen all over Europe. They are now working 
in Edmonton and Calgary and with minor changes were readily 
adaptable to San Diego and were economically asibl . 
We also remembered your second directive, which was 
that we should do incremental building. The line that we have 
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now 1s being upgraded as SB 620 and o r funds become available. 
We are now 
s gle tr 
the process of double-tracking. It is a viable 
system which will lend itself to upgrading and we 
have acquired the right-of-way to add another 16 miles should that 
become available to expand the system. 
We were able to acquire an old freight line which was 
rarely used and I'm sure that made the difference in terms of our 
cost. Our net cost per mile is about $5.5 million which compares 
very favorably to highway construction without beginning to compare 
wi other mass transit systems. From the outset we assumed that 
we must use public rights-of-way, that we have limited resources, 
and t re is not going to be a larger pot of gold somewhere 
down the line. 
One of the most ortant things to remember is that we 
were le to e this railro th a total of 108 miles, 
for $ 8. million which is what it cost to build it in 1919. We 
sed it 
money to do 
to write 
been le to 
ar in mind 
r $18.1 million because wi banking we had the 
t. Had we not had 
ck to purchase ri 
cash, had we not been able 
se t right-of-way. 
-of-way, we would not have 
hope that you will 
need to have adequate resources at the outset 
of project. If it's worth then the resources should be 
re to 
addition, because the Legislature permitted us to 
t an advance on our Proposition 5 money, i.e , a five-year 
advance, we were le, as we be e process of construction, 
to firm up all contracts very quickly. We received our final CTC 
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action in March of 1979. c er of 1979, over 90 percent of 
our dollars of construction contracts were in firm written form. 
We knew that we could stay thin our budget. Our procurement was 
formed within 6 months and because we had the money, we could hold 
our contracts firm. We knew we could do what we said we were 
going to do on budget and on schedule. This was very important. 
We hope that in whatever legislation comes out additionally, 
you will remember that San Diego rail was in a position to receive 
a five-year advance on Article XIX money. We kept our commitment 
in terms of our financial plan. We kept our commitment in terms of 
our timeliness. We make much ado of it, I guess, because we are kind 
of proud that we finished on schedule and we finished thin budget. 
We think that our partnership with the State of California 
has been successful. We think we've proven something to the people, 
that mass transit can be affordable. We think we've proven some-
thing within the other states in this union that it is possible to 
do something in a timely and conservative fashion, recognize limited 
resources, but go forward anyway. 
are pleased that you are in San Diego we hope that 
you will enjoy your ri 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Very good. Very good presentation. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: . Chairman, I have some comments. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Go ahead. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: All right. I just want to say, ~s 
I've said throughout this state that I'm in total awe of what you 
have accomplished down here. And, I will repeat what I have said 
to Mr. Hinderaker and others that any changes could not garner 
my support if they do anything to penalize an area that has been 
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so success I think that what we shou be doing is to be 
rewa 1ng your success, r than penalizing. The only thing 
I can t fi e out s g ity for Los Angeles 
County, too, t 'm work on it. 
BAUER: I'm not sure we'll accept that. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: What is the farebox recovery rate 
of system runn at this po ? 
MS. BAUER: We ran a study of first two months and 
we warned people there are a lot o tourists and one-time 
users so it may not be a long-term er. 
ox. 
are getting 88% 
patronage is erat costs out of o our 
runn1 30% above what we ject 
CHAIF.t\1AN WRAY: That's terrific. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: On the right-of-way process, much 
has been sa 
I 
we've eve een 
least, 
el 
I suspect 
] on e 
were a 
s it a 
rece e I 
line USlng 
t cific 
the whole negat atti of railroads and 
t's a bit tive. I don't think 
pecif to Would comment, at 
negotiation process them? 
are p rts of t are probably 
rn ific a c orate cis ion, 
City that did not want to operate 
Die to Arizona 
sition of 
stern 1 
to 
anymore. So, 
eight service. 
que situation. When we purchased it we had to 
did cont to crate freight on the 
rtl erator. We it ve clear to 
t we woulc.l i r continue to oppose their 
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abanJonmcnt or they could sell us 
million was a very nice price. 
ASSEMBLYMAN But 
line. 
MS. BAUER: s, we do. 
1 lt that $18.1 
do run i on same 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Which proves that at least there 
is a level of harmony that can be reached with railroads. 
MS. BAUER: The community lt that it was important to 
have the freight service in community. We are operating during 
non-peak hours and evening hours. eight service is continuing 
to operate and it is now in the black. We are not making a million 
dollars, but it is a viable ight operation. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Have you noticed any deterioration 
of track when you're running the freight tern over the light 
rail system or over the passenger system? 
MR. LARWIN: Assemblyman Young, there is an impact on 
track. I wouldn't call it a deterioration, but there will be, 
over time, more maintenance to straighten alignment of the 
track because of the ci than there would be thout the 
freight, but I wouldn't call it significant at all. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Another thing I'm curious about. 
I'm sure, maybe I'm wrong, in the sense that we erience it in 
other parts of the state, the rivalries between planning agencies, 
between bus operators, between local transit and Caltrans, all 
vying for the re onsitilities saying we should run it, we 
should plan it, we should build it. Everybody has the dedication 
"plaquenitis", but I'm just curious how in San Diego you were really 
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able to make an assessment that you should do it and then fend 
0 all these competing rces. 
R: I re were several ingredients in 
that 
underst 
there's a certain amount of territorial feeling that 
goes with be involved with an agency. You want 
a certain amount of pride, in a territorial sense. You worry 
about an agency didn't have that. But we were given certain 
authorities at the outset. We controll the TDA money. We were 
le to set the short-term planning roles r the community, in 
terms of transit. So there were certa authorities that we had 
that it clear that we were k of the mountain. And, having 
first gone through tests of whether or not we really were king of 
the mounta , then we developed technical advisory committees and 
tried every way asible to make certain everybody got a 
piece of action in terms of decision making The general 
ers, ief plann p le, from eve one of the agencies 
withi our area of jurisdiction, served on committees with us. 
we went 
er 
our sta 
ough our as ility s we asked staff 
various a 
us absorbing 
ies to actual 
ir salaries. 
become a part of 
I think what made 
a dif renee is t the members of our board are elected officials 
who some political clout within various jurisdictions. 
I am on one not sitt on by virtue of serving 
on the ity council. I was appo ed by the Governor. 
s YOUNG: Do ers on your board attend 
or do hey send alternates 
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MS. BAUER: They must attend. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: They must attend? 
MS. BAUER: I that we would not probably have had 
that political decision and it was a political decision to take 
the risk to build the trolley. There were people in town who 
called us the teurantosaurus of transit and things like that. It 
had to be key political people willing to bite that bullet in 
order for the initial decision to be made. And, I think it also 
made a difference that these were key political people who told 
the staff, and our constituents that we are going to be on budget 
and on schedule. And we are, aren't we? 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: That's terrific. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Have you ever lost a board member for 
non-attendance? 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: That's future legislation. I just 
want to be an attendance monitor for the Los Angeles County Trans-
portation Commission. But it's under your codicils then that the 
members have to attend themselves. 
MS. BAUER: That's right. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: That's terri c. 
MS. BAUER: They're not allowed to send alternates. 
Well, they can send an elected official alternate, but that elected 
official cannot vote on changes in plan or budget. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Terrific. Again, thank you. I just 
applaud what you have accomplished. I hope if I can help in any 
way, I'm available. 
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CHAIRMAN WRAY: We appreciate your success. 
MS. BAUER: Well, just as I said before the State of 
Cali rnia shares success story. 
CHAI~\ffiN WRAY: A real story of success. Just an 
announcement for the afternoon witnesses that will stay with us. 
We are taking a little transit trip, courtesy of our host, Tom 
Larwin. Tom is taking us with him on a very interesting tour 
of the ility, and I'd like to ask Tom, are you going with us 
on that tr , or are you stay ? Do you have to get out quickly 
or not? 
TOM JENKINS: Larwin or Jenkins? 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: The other Tom, Mr. Jenkins. 
Mr. Jenk I've been on the trolley a few times. 
Im,1AN WRAY: All right, what I'd like to do, if 
there's no jection to any of the other witnesses is change the 
s le a bit. John Glenn has to leave a rather big hurry, 
Tom Neusom, I 
order. 
AS 
district. I'm 
treat. 
has to catch a plane a very short 
YOUNG: I have a Halloween parade to do in 
as is. This is how I used to trick-or-
RMAN WRAY: O.K. Very good, no mask. 
ASSEMB YOUNG: I don t need one. My parents used 
to send me out like is. 
IRMAN WRAY: Bill you're going with us aren't 
you? 
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granted. 
WILLIA.t\1 "BILL" LUCIUS: Yes. I want to see the trolley. 
CHAIRJv1AN WRAY: Beautiful. I sort of took that for 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, I plan to leave around 
2:45 p.m. I would sure like to be here when Los Angeles County 
testifies, just a passing interest. I knew Mr. Egan wouldn't 
want me to miss that either. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Let's stay on schedule for the minute. 
Tom Jenkins, would you like to give us the Orange County story? 
We're running somewhat short of time. This is the one I really 
want to hear. 
week. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Can you guys send alternates? 
THOMAS JENKINS: No sir. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Oh, O.K. 
MR. JENKINS: I'm still a good guy. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: I want to be chalkboard monitor next 
MR. JENKINS: ght. Mr. Chairman, Assemblyman Young, 
Tom Jenkins, Executive Director of the Orange County Transportation 
Commission. I am pleased to have the opportunity to present our 
views on the three mass transportation programs that are the 
subject of your hearing today. 
My comments will be brief and focus on the questions 
that you have asked to be addressed. Many of the questions posed 
relate to the roles, responsibilities, and relationships of the 
California Transportation Commission and Caltrans. I would like 
to take a moment to explain my views on how the California 
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Transportation Commission and Caltrans should relate to each other. 
CTC is essential a policy vested with the 
respons ility of rmulat stat transportation policy 
and llowing through to see at the ted policy is imple-
mented. Legislature guides the CTC by enacting policy through 
statute. 
Caltrans, on the o r 1s an operating agency 
charged with implement the transportation policies of the 
Administration, the California Transportation Commission and the 
Legislature. In some cases, Caltrans mi tion as staff at 
the poli level or the CTC. 
we found out at times, 1 s of authority and 
responsibili are never quite as clear as I've suggested. Never-
theless, I lieve it is important to keep the basic functions of 
Cal trans mind 
, related to 
Intermodal 
legislation is contemplated. 
ee programs of interest today: 
ilities ogram. As have noted 
in statement of questions, ltrans is in a position to 
review, evaluate and cate its own intermo ilities 
projects, as l as, those tt local agencies. This seems 
to be a basic conflict of rest. And as we're aring this 
morn ere ears to be that agreement all parties involved 
even Caltrans. In our view, CTC should evaluate and 
review all project applications. It may be appropriate for 
ltrans to some lp as sta to t process. 
ltrans' rity to construct intermodal facilities, 
as well as, evaluate proposals for those facilities present the 
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same conflict of interest. However, I have no problem with 
Caltrans retaining the authority to construct intermodal facili-
ties, as well as, any other public agency in the state. The 
"580 Review Process" protects the sponsoring agency from having 
to employ Caltrans as a condition of receiving state funds. 
Nevertheless, great care should be taken to prevent any type of 
coercive action. 
You have suggested that Caltrans should be responsible 
for the project development of all intermodal transfer facilities, 
particularly those on commuter and intercity passenger rail routes. 
We strongly object to this proposal in this broad application. We 
believe local concerns and considerations must be incorporated 
into the development of intermodal facilities if they are to be 
effective. The interaction of transportation services and facili-
ties is a local responsibility. As we have heard, Caltrans would 
like to build everything and turn it over to us to figure out how 
to run, and I think there needs to be a partnership on that basis. 
In Orange County, I believe we have examples of highly successful 
intermodal facility projects that have been sponsored by local 
agencies; such as, the Transit District, the City of Santa Ana, 
the City of Anaheim, Fullerton, San Juan Capistrano. Some of 
the projects were presented to this Select Committee at your Orange 
County hearing a year ago. I strongly believe that unless local 
government plays a strong leadership role in the development and 
implementation of intermodal facilities, they will not be worth 
the expenditure for any of us. 
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Legislat 
gislative funding was one of the questions asked. 
funding of specific projects is perfectly appropriate. 
Clear y, gislature does , and should have, the discre-
tion to fund ojects. You might talk about the pork barrel 
relationship, but that's still strictly a function of the Legisla-
ture to do what they want to. It's not something you're going to 
ta away. It so makes good sense, and from the standpoint of 
plann , to fund a program, accompany it th policy direction 
from the Legislature and delegate the re ons ility for selecting 
projects to a policy body such as the California Transportation 
Commission. 
CHAI~~N WRAY: Torn, quick question. Are you still 
satisfied with the Commission process, is new Commission process? 
MR. JENKINS: In general, on 402, I think we have our 
problems at t s I ink the way it's laid out and the basic 
se of assum t the local iorities vail, unless 
re's some good reason why they dn' t, I ink it is 
wo 1 out. 
RMAN WRA Y: Do el they are re onsive to the 
local c ssions? 
MR. NS: Yes, at least through the ghway Program, 
402 process. 
I WRAY: you. 
MR. NS: The Transportation Plann and Development 
Acco ideway Program was second area in which you requested 
opinions. 
tionary pro 
TP & D count guideway , is the state discre-
am urban guideways. They're subject to review, 
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evaluation and priority setting involving both Caltrans and the 
CTC. Because we view this program as the state's discretionary 
guideway program, it is appropriate that the CTC adopt criteria. 
Caltrans could evaluate these projects in accordance with the 
criteria, and the CTC approve projects for funding. Of course, 
if a conflict of interest arises when Caltrans is an applicant 
for funds, they should not be party to the evaluation. At least 
there appears to be more agreement on that as of the last few 
weeks. 
You asked if Caltrans should have a policy role in 
the planning and development of a local light rail project. I 
think this is important in the light of Mr. Young's statement 
about Caltrans' policy role. Our response to that, that they 
have a policy role is an emphatic NO, from the standpoint of 
this item of policy as to whether there is a local light rail 
project. Transit is exclusively a local or regional responsi-
bility, depending on the definition of decision making. The 
policy direction should be at the same level as the system 
operation in order to be responsive. Also, AB 1246 requires 
that each county transportation commission coordinate all 
palnning for guideway and rapid transits with Caltrans and the 
regional agency. 
Caltrans could, however, and as allowed by statute in 
AB 1246, team with a local agency to design and construct parts 
of a light rail system. In Orange County, Caltrans is currently 
working with us on our San Ana Corridor work in the Draft 
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Environmental Impact Statement and all areas of highway, busway 
and commuter rail. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, I have a specific 
ques lOn on t point. First of all, how many employees do you 
have at Orange County Transportation Commission? 
MR. JENKINS: I have five professionals and two or 
three clerical. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: It was just a question that I'm going 
to ask later in afternoon when we have a witness from another 
transportation commission. 
JENKINS: And, we have hired three pro ssionals 
specifically the Santa Ana Corridor , which is a group of 
three people with one clerical which will go away when that contract 
ends. 
CHAIR~~N WRAY: A contract basis k of thing? 
and 
JENKI 
AS 
we ensure 
d transit 
. r 
no ln" t 
Yes. It's a 1 t term, two years. 
YOUNG: I ss e po is, how 
ies do take advantage of Caltrans' expertise 
ertise? we ensure t agencies, 
that wou or could do t, say now 
this lS our excuse to go out and hire our own engineers and hire 
our own st or hire our own consultants because God knows this 
as lity s om Caltrans is soil and because they put 
ir own ogo on it. How you ensure that the public's money 
is be spent, we're us , again, expertise that exists. 
NS: O.K. r 246, it has specific 
guidelines that we are to use all avail 1e expertise. We are 
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also precluded by statute to design and construct. We do not 
have that authority. We are much fferent than MTDB. We do 
not have the authority to that. By statute, AB 1246, we 
are to designate the Orange County Transit District as the 
operator of the rapid transit system in Orange County. That is 
by statute. We have no option. And, from the standpoint of our 
transportation commission any implementation of a rapid transit 
system, whatever it might be in Orange County, is the responsi-
bility of Orange County Transit District to carry out. Also, 
AB 1246 gives us the option to enter into agreement with the 
Department of Transportation and, of course, OCTD has that too, 
to provide any services that they are capable of doing. And, 
they would bid on a project, it is just that their qualifications 
would be evaluated just like anybody else's. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: So you think existing law would bar 
transportation commissions from going out, and again ignoring 
existing technology or existing knowledge that is on public payrolls 
and duplicating that service within their own. 
MR. JENKINS: That's the intent of AB 1246 and that is, 
at least, our position on it. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Very good. Just let me say this. The 
Department representative indicated that maybe some additional 
legislation may be necessary to more clearly outline this. 
MR. JENKINS: I don't think that it should be more 
clearly outlined. I think from my viewpoint, they're an agency 
which has expertise and they will be offered to provide their 
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expertise if they can show they have it. 
As I pointed out in the Santa Ana Corridor work, they 
have c ili of do some of the commuter rail aspects of it. 
y are doing some work on the busway design and the highway 
aspects of the program. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Very good. There is a recognizable 
joint concern that the Committee and the Department shares. O.K., 
do we have some more testimony? 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Just one more thing. There is a 
way around 1246 as I see being adroitly used another area 
of t state. All you would have to do was to funnel the 
money through a transportation district, for instance, Orange 
County Transportation, and they could re whatever duplicative 
staff that could be available at Caltrans, that could be available 
at SCAG. 
. JENKINS: That is correct. 
ASSEMB YOUNG: I really believe that is a loophole 
t t s ld be abso tely sl s The t if we 
real y believe is pr le then we s 1 't allow people 
to circumvent intent of t legislation by ting up another 
agency and g ing them the ri to duplicate public payroll. 
MR. JENKINS: t's correct. I think, from the stand-
point of circumventing, the firm or the agency must have the 
expert se and I think t there are some violent disagreements 
about the e ertise tment has. Also, you will find, 
from the s of the consult ineers area, that there 
is cons rable amount of interest in the design and development 
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of id transit terns t +· ... 1rm. I e 
is some merit to t. If we tai ego, 
I think you'll f relati expertise 
provided by trans rei to was 0 r 
sectors. 
O.K., I just want to sensi-
t to fact t even if tation ssion isn't 
spending it, but ano r is, or Caltrans, se are all 
1 11 and it all comes out of a limi amount of money. 
MR. Caltrans' role selection of 
ternat s r evaluation a local be 
same manner as any o res planning 
ss. As I menti we are to co lopment 
of any id transit tern trans t to reiterate, 
I work in County. ltrans en a t 
all of our act it s. so, the ltrans distr t director 
sits on our as an ex-o s the 
r t s licy discuss of our s-
sion regular We le is relationsh 
Related to icle X s 5 deway 
Program, I think . Egan 11 have more to s on s in his 
testimony, I'll cover some s in 
In contrast to & ticle 
XIX guideway funds are ject to 402 p process. 
I think it nee to s we're ta out two 
different items and come two rent pots of 
and di constitu ional provisions. s believe 
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p 
t t cle XIX gui are ended to be subject to 
rc local discretion control & D deway funds. 
s 
t 
cess. 
ious 
ltrans nor s 
t 
be 
XIX gui 
mus reiterate 
also rais 
discussion next 
son s AB 974. 
ld 
i 
lop statewide priority 
s. It is rt of the 402 
ly. 
issue of banking which will 
s les on 
rais issue of i realities of 
cash 
1 ity to accumulate 
or c ital nvestment require 
stantial sums of money. If you will 
ta k to the 11 s couldn't 
it without certain a ects legislation that 
Di o s. For this reason, we s ort allowing all eligible 
counties to b e years worth of Article XIX guideway funds 
I rl t the testimony 
r e ific reas r an i ject li San Diego has. 
LYMAN YOUNG: ne identified project? 
I s we l r ec . 
I on. Like in 
we are ocess of si right-of-way, 
ci c E ectric ri t-of- seven les of it. 
YOUNG: n s eles County we 
co d e i e Corr as an ifi project 
we we are mov on it y ct that we are 
l $1.6 on or at least ar f t on ineering or 
- 5 
planning. You could drag that cess out, , for ad infinitum, 
and indeed we will. I'm just saying re has to be a clearer 
clef ition of what identified project s go to be. 
MR. JENKINS: The only thing I can s is that you could 
put it in a position of putting deadlines on certa aspects of 
the project. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: t me ask you, on a highway project, 
are you allowed to bank monies for highway projects for three 
years? 
MR. JENKINS: Well, they encumber them, yes. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Who encumbers them? 
MR. JENKINS: The state. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: The state, exactly. You see, that's 
what the CTC is saying. I think that if you have a project 
approved they're will to encumber it as a highway project. It 
seems to be analogous to that. If they've identi ed i and you 
need $20 million to pay a contractor, they can encumber it. They 
have the s avail le. wouldn't t work for transit 
funding also? 
MR. JENKINS: I don't necessarily see why it won't work 
if that's the way. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: I understand. 
MR. JENKINS: There are some real di iculties with it. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: What I'm trying to get at, Tom, is 
some specifics but it seems the CTC does that now. I think 
there has to be some guarantees but I don't think that those 
guarantees are any less necessary than in highway projects. You 
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certa wouldn't want to start build a project in Orange 
County and not know that the CTC would be able to pay the bills, 
same thi c d on transit. 
. JENKINS: Yes. I also said, if the funds are 
not spent, they should revert back to the State Highway 
Account. Aga , it addresses question: Have lost a lot 
of power over that t ? 
' I ink that is a good 
point you today to rman. 
We basical object to status quo which some 
elig e counties are treated more others. Whatever 
it is all nine eligible counties d share ortionately and 
equa available resources. 
If b ing is eliminated, the ticle XIX Program must 
be restructured such a way as to statutorily assure local 
a ncies of receivi some allocation on a year-by-year basis. 
is s consi wi loca cis ion g and also with 
some o mat irements of deral government. And 
also, no r to c t the ses f plann engineering, 
c· llna e i environmenta c arance re nee to be some type 
of a ocation. annua 1 ocati is essential. re are 
dif rent ways of ing that as mentioned. 
ity, as r ired State titution (Article XIX) 
r al ocation of all moto icle revenues the guide-
portion of the revenues can be eved several ways. 
First, existi method of calculat d str i 
Articl XIX i s d e d so t all eligible 
counties are treated same. , in Northern California, 
6 -
there may be an option that eligib e count es r 
jurisdiction of the Metropolitan rtation Commission (MTC) 
s t San ancisco' gui needs could be grouped to 
could be realized 
tionary guideway pro 
a regional context 
could be allocat 
1 , the state discre-
in consideration of 
the Article XIX Program, balancing out any inequities. 
As I mentioned . Egan will be presenting, his 
testimony, a position and some areas under Article XIX which 
both Orange County Transportation 
County Transportation Commission 
ssion the Los Angeles 
adopted. 
And, I 11 conclude. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: you ve final 
question. Do you el t the district minimums would close the 
gaps? 
MR. JENKINS: 11, only lem with that is that 
it's of a very te cal nature. As you osition 5' or 
Article XIX monies, are only state cash. You can't use interstate 
money or primary money. So, 's not the money we're t ing 
the 25% from. It relates to state 
Highway Account expenditures. It's 
and there is some question about 
Account. 
itures it's not State 
s 
t goes 
f that is state cash 
o the State Highway 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Part of the process would be the district 
and county minimums, but the elim tion of certa banking provi-
sions would really create the situation we'd like to see. 
MR. JENKINS: Well, there is some discussion on Proposi-
tion 5. If you allocate all the money back some table 
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manner, then you make the trade-off within your county between 
guideway and highway. 
RMAN WRAY: You are talk about return to source. 
MR. JENKINS: Yes. It came close to the original intent 
of Proposition 5. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Sure. Thank you, again. 
We have John Glenn and Tom Neusom in order. They both 
have to cat a plan around twelve or so. O.K., let's try John 
first. Let's see, Howard Goode is also with you, is that right? 
JOHN GLENN: Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, 
my name is John Glenn. I am President of the San Francisco Bay 
Area id it District and I have with me Howard Goode who 
is the Director of planning and analysis for the district. I want 
to s1ncere thank you for taking us ahead of t because I have 
to ca a plane. 
Im1AN WRAY: And, also thank Mr. E and a couple 
of o r tnesses t yielded their t to 
MR. GLENN: We appreciate opportuni to testify 
be re your committee about 
programs. 
se state mass transportation funding 
arly twenty ars , the voters of three BART 
counties committed to building a new transit system for our area. 
sequent programs at state level are now helping 
us to lly realize our objective: A success regional rail 
transit system. 
BART is being overwhelmed at this time by its own 
success. As ridership grows ahead of recast, adequate capacity 
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becomes a critical concern. is t of a major 
program to increase capacl by two-thirds at an incremental cost 
of on 15 percent on $1.7 bill on alre sted. 
The state transit programs are consider to 
are helping us to ach these object s . osition 5 funds 
are helping to ild a new thi track own Oakland, 
and SB 620 guideway s are being used to provi with a 
new train control computer. se funding programs take on even 
more importance the face of pro ect cut-back of federal 
support for transit. Obvious , we must make the most effective 
usc possible of 
discussion today. 
available transit support programs under 
t me s st some ways to improve effec-
tiveness of our existing programs. 
Fixed gui Cali rnia is 
two sometimes lict needs. On one lS 
to set aside sufficient funds to finance a new stem 
terized 
desire 
ext 
as the arne time existing fixed an existing system s 
guideway systems iate replacement and capacity expansion 
requirements ich can e ct use of s now. 
Under the current Proposition 5 law, lar sums must 
other be banked for a number of ars s Angeles, le 
regions th inadequate s to proce with current projects. 
The dilemma is clear: How can we lly use the funds currently 
available while provid the longer-term commitment necessary 
to embark upon new fixed ideway construction? 
The solution, I believe, lies a commitment to a five-
year program to fund fixed gui needs in California. Under 
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such a program, funds available in early years could be applied 
to projects ready now, while a commitment to projects in the 
planni stage could also be made. Those existing systems 
obtaining funding early in the program would, in effect, be 
borrowing om areas still developing plans. This advance would 
then be repaid in the latter years of the plan. 
While this proposal is conceptual straight forward, 
it needs to include certain provisions if it is to be successful. 
Taking first the Proposition 5 Program, there are several 
obstacles: 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Can we enlar 
Page 3, your allocation of Proposition 5? 
should be any changes? 
just a little bit on 
Do you el that there 
GLENN: We think that: 1. Distribution of monies 
should be made on the basis of population, rather than ghway 
exp itures. For example, in San isco they have very little 
to sp on highway funds and yet created t operating guideway 
systems San Francisco. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: When you t actual population, you're 
g1v I ss, the greatest bre to Ci of s Angeles, 
and the County of s Angeles, wouldn't that be true? 
MR. GLENN: Well, San ancisco at this time only 
rece s about one-third of what we would receive it it were 
on a population basis. 
RMAN WRAY: At one time or another, there have been 
studies t icate t population and the needs are fairly 
closely related. So, if that indeed, is the case, that would be 
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a very equitable way of distri ti monies. If you hav~ 
any relevant information on this we can use we'd appreciate it. 
MR. GLENN: All ri 
2. Each county should receive its allocated share over 
the term of the five- ar program, although the amount could vary 
greatly from year to depending on the program. 
3. The current 25 percent limitation should be elimi-
nated since allocation would be based upon population and distri-
bution through a multi-year program. 
Several additional provisions should be incorporated 
into all three funding programs: Proposition 5, & D guideway 
and intermodal: 
4. Project rea ness should receive more consideration 
in the evaluation process. 
5. Allocated funds should be committed by the operator 
within a reasonable time or re for reallocation to some 
other recipient. 
6. Some portion of project funding should be provided 
from local sources as evidence of local commitment to the proposal. 
7. Evaluation and programming of fixed guideway funds 
should rest with the California Transportation Commission rather 
than Caltrans, which has a serious conflict of interest under 
the current process. The CTC in its evaluation should pay 
particular attention to the priorities developed within each 
region. Some of these proposals will require legislative action, 
others can be incorporated into the evaluation and allocation 
process. 
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The gislature should also examine t role it wishes 
Caltrans to lay in public transportation. act ities of the 
artment recent ars , in some cases, c licted 
wi local planning efforts. These e ts coupled with Caltrans' 
dual 
placed 
licant-evaluator role in various i grams have 
Department in an awkward posture. A better definition 
of Ca trans' responsibilities would be an rtant contribution 
to a more ef ctive public transportation pro 
In closing, I would like to emphasize, again, that 
the state fixed guideway program t s on additional importance 
as t deral government reduces its lvement. It is impor-
d pro am, but also one 
I am pleased that you are 
tant not only to have an te 
which can be effectively delivered. 
address 
cont 
tions at 
elves to the issues and hope t my comments have 
lS, 
0 c ? 
We need 
to effort. I d be to answer any ques-
is t 
IRMAN WRAY: O.K., ve 
see a specific problem mov 
to an identified reject, s as 
stion I have 
sition 5 
City 
MR. GLENN: No. 
money now. 
I don't see a problem t respect. 
RMAN In my area t dn't be too relevant 
if we, ed, had it separate istricts. 
SCHIE ticle IX s are somehow tied 
into 1 1 1 counties. Since projects that af ct BART are 
more by county projects, and in particular, the ly City project 
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is in a county that is not even in Do you see a lem 
in pooling those counties' Proposition 5 funds to represent that 
project? 
HOWARD GOODE: We are currently doing at. We are, 
for example, using Proposition 5 funds for a new computer system 
as John said and for a cable stem and for a track. Those 
are projects in a couple of cases whi were distributed through-
out the system. We are drawing monies from the various counties. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: That s anot r alternat that we'll 
look at. All right, we thank you very much. 
MR. GLENN: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Neusom from RTD. om will 
you commence your test 
THOMAS NEUSOM: What 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Oh, 
would like to do, Mr. Chairman ... 
have some 
MR. NEUSOM: Well, essent ally, 
the metro rail project and information conce 
SCRTD. 
cumentation? 
is is an te on 
the activity of 
I would 1 to see you direct some brief answers to 
the questions which are posed provide any additional answers 
which a Member of the ttee have. I won't take time 
to read through the prepared statement. You have it. It simply 
relates to what s going on, what our real problems are, what 
we're trying to do and how we see our financial picture in the 
very near terms since there are certa things that we will be 
faced with as a result of the Administration's financing policies 
as it relates to operating assistance. So, that you have. 
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With respect to the questions asked concerning the 
relationsh between the Department and its position of review 
With respect to the question: you think there's a 
conflict of interest in the Department's role to b ld such 
facilities and evaluate applications to the construction of 
these lities, I think, aga , it's the same thing or in essence, 
e same We that there is a conflict and that a 
po 1 body, 1 fornia Transportation Commission, ghould ho 
a position to prioritize as I have i icated 
to ano r one of the questions. 
answer 
IRMAN WRAY: lier, Mr. om, we did have some 
te timony the Department that re is some feeling that 
some changes could be made some ways. I am glad to here you 
s t. 
MR. NEUSOM: We feel very definite that the CTC should 
e a role, if not full responsibili , for preparing the priority 
list. Caltrans could cont to eva te projects o r than 
their own and ovide t information, pc aps, to CTC. Hut, 
the CTC should be responsible for egrating Caltrans' projects 
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in the list which been uate as a res t arrive at 
a list that would represent a state program for the individual 
areas or the participat counties. 
In re onse to question on intermodal trans r 
facilities, if an intermodal facility is primarily a transit 
facility, the local transportation commission should probably 
have the responsibility r the oject development, as oppos 
to Caltrans. That would just seem to make more sense to us in 
an orderly way of proceeding. 
With respect to the stion under past legislative 
action, direct appropriations have been made to the Department 
for allocation to ecific projects. think that if Caltrans 
has the authority to direct appropriations it seems there would 
be a conflict of interest but if this is done by t State Trans-
portation Commission t would el te the problem. 
Getting to the stion of bank , it is e Dist ict's 
feeling the bank provisions were approved by the Legislature 
through 1429, based on reasoning that a major project, such 
as the metro rail project s Angeles, would need to accumulate 
several years wor of s to meet the cash flow needed when 
construction began. banking provisions should probably be 
extended to any county th a project large enough to build. But, 
we definitely feel the bank provision is an important vehicle 
for the accomplishment of transportation projects and especially 
the magnitude of projects that would be necessary in Los Angeles. 
CHAI~~AN WRAY: Just one question relating to that. 
Wouldn't it serve the same purpose if it were done in the same 
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manner as San Diego did in order to acquire their light rail 
system, and that is borrowing on the account. Would that not 
serve same purpose? 
MR. NEUSOM: It would serve ... 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: In a way, we first had some misgivings, 
but it worked out so well in this particular case. 
MR. NEUSOM: It did work out well. I think that the 
designation of it is a practice consistent with letting the local 
pe le assume the responsibility, developmental and financial, 
over a period of time for their project. 
CHAIR~AN WRAY: Even the banking process 1s extending 
it 0 ir future funds. 
MR. NEUSOM: I would think that that is acceptable to 
us. We feel that given that opporutnity it would certainly work 
for us. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: 's why they're going against some 
other positions among us taken re, 
case I th the importance of developing 
risk, as well as, the violation of tr 
MR. NEUSm•f: equity will devel 
is particular 
se projects exceeds 
tions. 
1 run. 
And, that's the important thing. Over a period of time the 
larger areas that would require the larger s would have the 
larger return of and there re be able to r ay. 
RMAN WRAY: O.K. 
NEUSOM: I d 1 
Young regret t you weren't 
the things t I've indicated. 
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to say good morning to Mr. 
re when we discused some of 
CHAifu~AN WRAY: You have a very well prepared testimony. 
MR. NEUSOM: With respect to the District and its 
operation, if you have any questions I would be delighted to 
answer. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Yes. My question is: What is your 
annual expenditure currently for the Wilshire Corridor Subway? 
MR. NEUSOM: The only expenditure that we have at the 
moment is the proportional share of the preliminary engineering. 
It's in the neighborhood of $10 million, I would estimate. Over 
what was originally going to be a three-year preliminary engineer-
ing, it will be a little longer than that. The total was, I 
think, $40 million and two-thi of that was federal funds. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: So, you're spending $10 million a 
year? 
MR. NEUSOM. No, 80 percent of it was federal funds. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: No, what is the expenditure of 
District funds per year and funds that come from LACTC? 
MR. NEUSOM: It s a little difficult to pin it down 
other than to say that the initial federal outlay was $12 million 
to us and we had to put with that our 20 percent. That's what 
we're working on currently. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: So, $2.4 million? 
MR. NEUSOM: Yes. Approximately. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Is that for the three-year period? 
MR. NEUSOM: No, that's for a one-year period and we 
are expecting the remainder of the federal funds for which we 
will match 20 percent. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: When are se for oming? When 
is decision about how much money s to be spent by locals? 
out, ral portion, in discussions 
th Secretary of Tr ortation and the an Tranportation 
istrator, we are present attempting to wo out funding 
out of existing money th them, as opposed to new money, and 
t's an ess are us meet s us. We are 
ecting oximately $18 Ilion terms of rema ing 
deral ing. expect a portion of that Is year, and a 
rtion o it 1983. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: I ss, concern is how much 
you to put into a project e year from local funds that, 
at this po there 1s no funding r? 
The the prel engineering ... 
t PE, I'm talk about $1.7 
b. 1 1 L ion of ich would be necess to ild that 
along 1 ne essa s om st te. I , at this point, 
see arantee r $2 ill ion to ild Wi s ire Co dor 
I starte o s ere s no 
rantee, Los Angeles believe, based on contacts 
we 1 istration Secretary 
of ans rtation is s 1 now t it s not their position 
to prevent t construction 0 rail, to s stretch out 
t t for it. We are 
are a positi re we 
prel ry engineer so t if it means we stop now, 
8 -
we don't even have a work pro t, we inis no ing. We 
feel that if we can finish the preliminary engineering, then we 
have something to look at which says it's a project worth doing 
at the cost that is indicated or it isn't worth doing. We would 
have reached a point where there is something significant to 
deal with. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: I would hope that you would acknow-
ledge that Southern California needs rapid transit or some kind 
of mass rapid transit mechanized, but we haven't discussed the 
mode of that yet 
MR. NEUSOM: In the material, the statement which I have 
on the Wilshire Corridor, if you look at the passengers that 
we are currently carrying on Wilshire and the two lines on 
either side ... 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: I'm not debating the fact that we 
ne some kind of mass rail transit in Southern California. 
MR. NEUSOM: Yes. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: O.K. If that's the case then how 
can we defend putt all our efforts, all our energies, and 
tragically, all our money into a system that won't come to 
fruition for 15 years, while the rest of the area absolutely 
withers? I will tell you after you finish your PE, I'm sure you'll 
come back and say, yes, the Wilshire Corridor makes a lot of 
sense, However, that's from a purely theoretical planning perspec-
tive and does not directly address as to how you resolve the 
needs of Southern California today. Fortunately, Supervisor 
Kenny Hahn and Councilman Russ Rubley as the Chairman of LACTC 
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have recognized that we have to respond today to today's need and 
ult te I submit to you if we can prove that we can build a 
mass transit system, t we can erate it, then time 
comes r Wilshire Corri r Subway, whe r we have to spend 
more loca s, state funds, or ral s certa we 
would have the support of it because then we'd prove we could 
operate a mass transit system. 
a project that will t 
I just have a hard time defend-
to come to fruition while 
e rest of area absolutely su rs. 
. NEUSOM: It would seem to me proper management 
of funds that are avail le to us t it is not inconsistent 
to have 
result 
e lopment of bo on a scale that d ultimately 
the availability of both. t is, the additional transit 
that's necessary of rail nature, as well as, the Wilshire project. 
We've been work and we started out at a time when the attitude 
of the 
l we e 
avail le. 
j usti 
ent on 
can 
it lS pass 
get t 
money s c 
istration shington was 
the final construction 
t s chan d 
your 
tream 
is 
t without any problem, 
we can t 
int what our 
would be 
back now 
itial 
we went 
say that at 
oject r s Angeles County. 
ear to us that is stage it does 
e to go to finish 
15 years 
pass le deve 
I de 
1 eri and 
poss ly 10 ars and to 
t of other rail the 
ng from to do that because 
to tell me where the 
Members of the SCRTD 
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Board arc wizards who arc capable of alchemy and I am not. I 
challenge you to tell me where you would get the money to build 
a mass transit system, again, such as outlined by Adriana Gianturco 
and the one that Kenny Hahn and Russ Rubley have been rather 
valiantly championing on the Commission, a lonely voice of sanity. 
And, again, I just want somebody to show me how you can put 
massive efforts in ten years, even. Your preliminary engineering 
won't be done for two or three years. That means you can build 
that in seven years? That kind of commitment of funds means that 
we would have to have, in order the build the Wilshire Corridor, 
$110 million per mile, and still build and take care of the other 
mass transit needs and rail needs in Los Angeles. I just don't 
know where the funds are going to come from. If you could cite 
those I would appreciate that. 
MR. NEUSOM: In this continuing dialogue, one of the 
things you are asking for is the opportunity not to try to deal 
with a closed mind, but if you're willing to let us attempt ... 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: I beg to differ. A closed mind has 
been the people on LACTC and SCRTD who have absolutely locked 
out any other alternative except for the Wilshire Corridor Subway 
and only thanks to Adriana, thanks to Kenny and Russ Rubley and 
whatever efforts I've been able to add to that has the thinking 
been broadened and all of a sudden now we are considering alter-
nativ~s. The tunnel vision I respectfully say, is not on my part, 
its on the parts of others. 
MR. NEUSOM: Initially ... 
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CHAIRMAN WRAY: st an announcement. is will be 
our last witness. We'll ourn il 2:00p.m. Do you have 
r stions? 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: I know we a 12:10 p.m. appoint-
ment, but I'm just ing it's an important point and Mr. Neusom 
s icated the money is re. 
NEUSOM: It Is ing to take time and it's go1ng to 
t presentation of materials th we can do that. 
a locations we see, necess irements of Wilshire, 
of other rail projects we are consi ring and I would 
just s ly li to have on an occasion for us 
to pend some t look at t one item, the s ion to it, 
t we'd like to do is to ite you to come to Los Angeles. 
D strict so 
we c 
I consi 
D lS 
cat ty I 
at r es 've 
stil l 
Corri Subway 
some else. I 
om the i 
YOUNG: I I b there. I live there. 
I to a meeti , a briefing with 
t at least we can present to you that which 
rma 
YOUNG: a is comes ri back to 
LA di renee between 
res1 alent, 
't tever else, out of their growing 
got so many encies d in this, SCRTD 
d put all our e ts the Wilshire 
you maintain 
ank 
i 
+ ! 
'-
e sources. 
t there's monies to build 
stret it to see enough 
're not talking about 
os tionA because I don't , at is point, it is 
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identifiable. And, most of all, I just keep saying again and 
again to anybody I talk to, San Diego did it existing 
resources. I didn't see come down here and ask the citizens 
of San Diego County to give us a half-cent so we can build the 
Tijuana Trolley or whatever Tom wants to call it, so But 
I just think governmental ingenuity and creat ity is something 
I have yet to see in LA County. But I see these conflicts. I 
see LA County with the plan, I see SCAG with their plan, I see 
SCRTD with their plans and Caltrans with their plans and of all 
four of them, only one is saying let's build as Caltrans. Caltrans 
says, oh I'm tired of planning. I'm ready to go. We've got 
something on the line and we're ready to build. I'll tell you 
something, if there's a way tomorrow morning we could call up 
Adriana Gianturco and say--go, that system would be operating while 
we're still planning, whi e we're still study , while we're still 
PEing the Wilshire Corridor Subway. 
MR. NEUSOM: The requirements that we have to live 
under weren't requ rements which we develop They were federal 
requirements developed r 80 percent federal funding. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Excuse me, number one priority 
in the area is the Wilshire Corridor Subway and it will take every 
dollar that we have. Every last farthing, that's Proposition A, 
notwithstanding. I'm just saying the county sits for an 18.1-mile 
corridor. I don't blame other counties. I think every one of 
them should have come up with a bill like Orange County. Every 
one of them. And say, listen if you're going to waste money, why 
don't we? Because we're giving money back. We're going to give 
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$4.1 million back because we didn't it. I think it's 
tragic we've had 0 counties ready to and we're still 
eli to a em t won' g relief to citizens. 
I tel you, if you can build t in ten ars from today, the 
statue lS yours. I will come to the unveiling because I say to 
you om today it cannot be operating on October 30th of 
1991 stretch of the g tion. I submit to you it 
would be more like 1995 or, p s ' year 2000 by the time 
all the other processes are done. 
MR. NEUSOM: I'm not an eng er and a position 
to pass on it. erts said it could be 
SEMBLYMAN YOUNG: That 1 s ri , Mr. Neusom. I'm not 
an eng 
wat 
er but I'm also a legislator with a responsibility of 
go into LA County. If Kenny and s are successful, 
e l ssion adopts sdom, then I think there's 
some responsibili that we have to say that County needs relief 
now. 
sense 
't need relief 15 ars. Wilsh re Corridor makes 
not at 
0 r c 
te our ... 
ASSEMBLYMAN 
e ense of eve 
li rnia. 
're no s 
I 11 
aring next Friday, my Committee. I 
at li 
to 
ortuni 
not just to 
ic. woul 
to be done 
self, 
1 
licly 
7 
re 
0 r stem the LA County 
t one of the 
ite There is a 
d ite you to do 
also to Legislature, 
t. I would like that 
we can ask those questions. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Thank you, Mr. Neusom, for your testi-
mony. We will now adjourn until 2:00 p.m. The first witness 
will be Tim Egan Los les. Any of the afternoon witnesses 
that are planning to take the train ride, would you please check 
with Tom. We are go to have to sprint over to the station now. 
MR. SCHIE~~EYER: Do you want a blindfold and a cigarette 
Tim? 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Come forward and introduce yourself. 
TIM EGAN: Thank you. My name is Tim Egan. I am repre-
senting the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission. I 
appreciate the opportunity to be here in beautiful San Diego. 
What I'd like to do is to probably skip ahead on my testimony to 
cover some areas that you would like to hear from our side, speci-
fically dealing with some of our transportation activities in the 
county, as well as some of our thoughts on Proposition 5. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: You can, above all thi s delete the 
good morning. 
MR. EGAN: O.K., I'm going to jump to Page 3. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Is that the one that has how many 
employees are with the LACTC? 
MR. EGAN: I'm sure you'd get to that sooner or later. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: How many are there? 
MR. EGAN: Currently there are 16 professionals and 
nine clerical. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: 25. San Diego has a project operating 
and you don't and they have, was it 28? 
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ruMAN WRAY: We have five pro ssionals and three 
staff. 
. EGAN: e wo d 1 to share with you 
some good news and we are sixty-nine days there 
State Supreme Court set a finitely good news. would e 
a ring te for this coming Monday for a court case on Proposition 
A, so we're hope 1 that the t 11 render a decision between 
60 to 90 If that cis ion is le I ink we're 
a 1 to improve lie rtation. If not, we're 
r to be ed with ity of wo ing with you, 
e 1 on the ssage of rman's ill, AB 2 231. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Fai tales come true 
MR. EGAN: Well, anyway that's s -good news. What I 
would to do is to iefly summarize r you something that 
more 
rally talked 
tai and, t is our 
ifically, 
cuss both & D 
first i to beg by s 
i 
count 
t 
said 
ts on 
t I would go into 
osition 5. 
would like to jump ahead 
osition 5 I would 
ssion reco izes the 
ne d 
tes 
some revision to e s e state partici-
the fundi of exclus lie mass transit guideway 
pro ects. 
However, any proposed changes must keep foremost in 
n t oposition 5 part of Constitution of the State of 
li rnia cifies t counties li by rtue of a vote of 
e e ectorate. It is al t 
voters chosen to use gas tax evenues 
fact that a county's 
r guideway purposes 
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means that it is a local option program. 
The staff of the California Transportation Commission 
has identified a number of concerns, which we also share, about 
the current process by which guideway projects receive their 
funding both from the Proposition 5 program and also the SB 620 
guideway program. 
The Counties of Los Angeles, Orange and San Diego have 
developed a set of principles, of which a copy is attached to 
the testimony, which we feel responds to some of the concerns the 
CTC has raised, but yet does not violate what we feel is a consti-
tutional provision of Proposition 5. 
The first issue that we have heard from the CTC is the 
new federal policy of "no new transit starts, at least for a while", 
which we all recognize jeopardizes what we're trying to do 1n 
LA, as well as projects being discussed in Orange, Santa Clara, 
Sacramento and Contra Costa Counties. 
Our response is that we definitely do agree we have a 
problem here, but we feel a reserve of monies for at least three 
years is critical to the completion of any major guideway project. 
This ature was critical in the San Diego situation. By permitting 
the county to "pay as you go", to try to hold down some of the 
inflation, that is inherent in the development of some of these 
projects. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Mr. Chairman. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Assemblyman Young. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: First off I ask you what I asked 
Tom Jenkins. We have the 91 interchange coming up in Los Angeles 
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oun How much do we banked r t in LA County? 
d? 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: s. 
Well, it's under construction right now. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: But, have any money 
n e b to pay for that? 
. EGAN: Well, it's programmed in a sense. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: It's o d by the and the 
s money and likewise if we di •t allow banking they 
ld t same perogative as on hi projects. Why are 
trans t jects different, if CTC i ified that project 
said it would be Why should LA County bank it 
vis-a-vis CTC so that they could have perogative to 
cont to use the money as it's needed rather than having sit 
id y In b 
a 
int on t 
We're concerned, 
t b es, on 
I won't argue with your 
sur ce, seem like 
unr listie use of s . 
i 
t 
LYMAN YOUNG: I'm just s ing 
needed the $18.1 mi lion, 
if d i 
t, indeed, 
I would submit 
ified the San Diego 
ro oct Die would have come to them said, we need 
$ 8. ion, if that was grammed, I submit to you that CTC 
wou d programmed money r and they would have 
en $18. llion. I just 't rst it's O.K. r 
h s ' not r transit. 
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MR. EGAN: In our discussion with San Diego, relyi 
on their experience, the ing that kept coming through was the 
political realities, I ss; which is, the highway program still 
has a great deal of following and mass transit guideway develop-
ment is still a long ways away. To go one-to-one against a highway 
project is very difficult. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Wait a minute. My understanding 
and certainly from the CTC is that they're talking about separate 
and identifiable funds and not ones that the highway can come 
over and steal. In other words, they would identify this amount 
of money for Proposition 5 o ects and there would be an applica-
tion process for that, and only that. The competition would be 
between varying projects within mass transit, but you wouldn't be 
competing with or against a highway interchange. You would be 
competing against San Jose or Sacramento or Orange County for the 
funds. 
MR. EGAN: We feel that the banking now does back us 
away from the competition, because it is statutory and requires 
a set-aside of certain funds. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: Which is done by 
MR. EGAN: That's correct. 
Legislature. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: And, once we set aside those funds, 
then it would be a perogat of the Commission to make that ... 
MR. EGAN: There's one thing that you brought up a 
couple of times that I want to make sure that it's fully understood. 
We're not proposing to set aside funds just to set aside. We're 
proposing to set aside funds for a project that is ready to go. 
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ts. 
s 
t Wilshire is light ars away. I'm 
e or fifteen ars is a reality. 
a corr rs, as you're well aware, 
ects are do le we feel t banking provision 
0 of construction and in development of 
po is, though, that it's one 
the ee ars you re basically on 
e. If, ed, as my figures indicate by July 
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were 
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construe ion 
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're g b 
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lion, 
ars s 
costs. 
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s 
ero 
I 
g 
e 
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ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: But, Tim, there are projects now 
that are on this threshold. But then again, it's kind of a 
heck of a discouragement to those other counties that they're 
competing for $7 Ilion. There's a certain amount of high incen-
tive if there was a pot out there that they knew they could get, 
if projects are ready. I am really confident that Orange County 
can be on line or could be ready to go on something if they could 
see an identifiable source of money. I don't know what incentive 
there is for Orange County, knowing that they can come up there 
and thrash and fight for $7 million. Now if there were $50 million, 
they have an equal opportunity at that with the CTC, through a 
process that is used for highways. There might be a bigger 
incentive for it. 
MR. EGAN: Bruce, there's one thing that you have left 
off a lot of times, granted Proposition 5 looks very akward because 
of the fact that San Diego and LA walk away with the banking, but 
there's the SB 620 program, and we in LA get none of these funds--
zero. Willie says it's not true. We can prove it to him. 
HUGH FITZPATRICK: I'd just like to point out, if I 
could, to the Committee. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: You'll be a witness later. 
ASSEMBLYMAN YOUNG: No, this is a representative from 
the California Transportation Commission, Mr. Chairman. They've 
already testified. That's Mr. Fitzpatrick who is their fiscal 
man. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: At the end of Mr. Egan's testimony why 
don't we go back. 
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SEMBLYMAN YOUNG: O.K. Let me just tell you this. 
ation of AB 6 0 is c back front of the 
t I sit e lly, Senator Mills' 
b 1 gets re. We'll have a e to rectify any errors. 
t esn't delude the fact if Proposition 5 is there, 
l s ld r three years, that money will not buy what it 
c bought previously. notion is, and I think that's 
if t was the orig 1 concept, but it seems 
t, orig lly they di 't that wi the highway 
s I mean, t would be eat to tell Transportation 
ission to g you the money the 91 interchange, and 
'J d t by on a stat de basis, 
it e get a better cash flow. 
Could be. Again, t's one concept versus 
bottom 1 I you I agree 
s re to be an i ified, f level of funds, 
l s an annual basis l to an area, p osition 5 
a County 1s sear r at. t s 
i our opos tion 5 pro am re in If we 
state ca hi program to d rt the 
t, would hope t se re. I share 
concern on b It 1s some ing that we finitely 
1 fis al realities of state budget. 
at's s t is a concern t we all have. I think 
run we will get to a c sition that will 
l 1 0 i t ansit in the state. 
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CHAIR.t'-1AN WRAY: One of our previous tnesses indica ted 
that one of the ways of accomplishing part of it, and Assemblyman 
Young indicated, what needs to be done is to allow the precedent 
set by San Diego, or borrowing against the future money in the 
account, take up some of the slack. Do you feel the same way 
about it, or do you differ in that regard? 
MR. EGAN: Well, I'm not at the point of coming and 
saying I have a project ready to go tomorrow and I would like to 
borrow future dollars. But, I think that if an area has a project 
that is pretty much ready, and it looks like they need more than 
the maximum 25 percent, I think that option should be explored. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: We saw an exceptional example of success 
that can come out of that type of gesture. 
MR. EGAN: Right. It has worked in San Diego and it 
may work somewhere else. I don't know where for right now, but 
it could. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Very good. We won't interrupt you any-
more. 
MR. EGAN: I think we've pretty much discussed the 
banking. We do share the same type of an approach that the CTC 
has been discussing. There has been a lot of debate about the 
fact that the Proposition 5 counties have gotten their monies 
off-the-top at the-disadvantage of the highway program, generally, 
which impacts the rural and small urban counties. 
We support the CTC approach which they refer to as 
"off-the-bottom", which means that you guarantee that they would 
have enough state cash funds available for administration, capital 
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outlay support, maintenance and operations, rehabilitation, and 
matching deral funds. Then after that we would calculate, 
based on the leftover amount of state ca , the 25 percent that 
would be available for Proposition 5. Also, the remaining amounts 
would be used r new operational improvements and new highway 
facilities. One thing that many people have a misunderstanding 
about is the Proposition 5 program, and I would like to point 
this out, that really the Proposition 5 program doesn't take a 
lot out of the program. In the next five years, this Proposition 
S account will account for only 13 percent of all state cash spent 
from the State Highway Aecount and somewhat less than 6 percent 
of the total State Highway Program when federal funds are included. 
Those figures would drop under the "off-the-bottom" approach to 
rough 11 percent and 5 percent, respectively. We feel this 
hardly constitutes a raid on the State Highway ogram. 
Additionally, a note of caution is in order lest the 
ff- -bottom" concept is embraced too early. The "off-the-
bottom" oach for determining the state cash available r 
Proposition 5 ideways and state ca -on funded ghways 
assumes the 1981 IP level of fund , rehabilitation~ 
maintenance, capital outlay support, etc. If their needs increase 
significantly, little, if any, state cash will remain for guideways. 
What you must remember is that SB 215 r ires that the 1981 STIP be 
fully and that would be a priority program. If after we fund 
that IP, we may not have to ess some of our Proposi-
tion 5 projects around state, irre ective of banking for 
San Diego and LA if we did wipe that out. 
- 84 -
Another issue is that counties, ticularly Los 
Angeles, which have full allocation and banking provisions are 
stockpiling funds while other counties go waiting. We feel, 
and our response is that existing banking statutes have a three 
year "use it or lost it" provision. Considering the amount of 
time it takes to complete environmental, right-of-way and 
engineering phases of even modest projects, we continue to 
believe that three years is the minimum advisable time frame 
for such provisions. I want to po out t at the federal 
level, the federal government does allow cities and counties to 
use their federal aid urban system funds on a one-year annual 
with a three-year carryover. 
We argue that local streets are pretty easy to develop 
within maybe a one to two year time frame, and that most guideway 
projects take a lot longer t construct, so that in an argument 
for banking we feel that this is a telling argument. If it's 
not banking, I think there has to be some guarantee yearly, 
maybe similar to the one we have in SB 215 where we do guarantee 
a certain percentage of the state highway cash back to certain 
counties, where we do have a~ identified level of funding. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Are you speaking of Proposition 5 and 
SB 620 money? 
ME. EGAN: Again, we feel that the Proposition 5 
program is a constitutionally guaranteed program for counties that 
have voted for it. We feel we have to be sensitive to that. I 
think if we're not, then we're going against the world. 
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CHAIRMAN WRAY: You know, what we're searching for here 
is a solution that might speed up the process or allow projects 
that are hanging far to get on board. Hopefully we can come up 
with some legislation that will maybe simplify the routine a 
bit, as well as accomplish some of our goals. We've got a lot 
of experts, including yourself and the other kind witnesses we 
have today, so I like to hear what you're saying because they 
are offering a very well-defined and readable way of approaching 
it. Whether it's what we all want or not, is something else. 
MR. EGAN: There's one thing that I will come out and 
say, and I will say this very frankly. I think there's a lot of 
staff egos way out on the limb on both sides of the issue. Here 
the CTC has a chore or in, in our case, society. 
CHAI~MAN WRAY: There must be a happy medium. 
MR. EGAN: Yes, I think there's a happy medium. I 
hope we don't get embroiled in how far the egos are out. Because, 
I think in the long run, SB 215 kind of set the tone. If we 
could work the context of a workable relationship, keep the 
discussions open, I think we'll get another SB 215 for transit 
out next year. Without it, we'll still have the same issues that 
concern my county, concern Orange County, concern rural counties. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Santa Clara and Sacramento are still in 
this. 
MR EGAN . Ev r body For your own interest, one point . . e y . 
I would 1 to make and it's in conclusion of my statement. We 
believe t our porposal, the Southern California proposal, meets 
the CTC's expressed concerns. However, there is one other issue 
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we feel needs to be recognized. A common theme running through 
most of the debate over Proposition 5 that we've heard to date 
is an emphasis on projects that can be delivered in a short time 
frame. Continued references to project readiness and projects 
that do not need federal participation are heard. 
Let's just stop here and continue with my conclusion. 
It's tough in Washington. We spent a lot of time back there 
trying to get our foot in the door with the Wilshire and with some 
of our highway projects. But, if we just turn our back and say, 
we'll only go with the projects that are ready with state cash 
or a combination of state/local, I think we're making a big 
mistake. I think all of us, the Legislature, the CTC, and the 
regions, should pressure collectively "Uncle Sam", because if we 
walk away from it somebody else will get the money. What we have 
witnessed in both the House and Senate debates on the Appropria-
tions Committee's bills is that they're not addressing totally 
the Administration's approach. Granted, the Administration may 
threaten to veto, if they do fine. We'll have to go back to the 
drawing board. Maybe at this time we should continue to pressure 
for federal guideway support--be it BART, be it San Francisco Muni 
or be it Wilshire. 
In our view, there is an ill-advised policy implication 
to all of this, small is beautiful. Namely, it can lead to small 
project biases in the state's decision-making process. We commend 
our colleagues 1n San Diego for doing an excellent job in insti-
tuting their light rail service. We think they should also be 
commended for appropriately scoping the project to fit the 
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iden t i ed need. 
But to assume that the San Diego experience necessarily 
is transferable to Los Angeles, Orange or other counties around 
the state is to misread the complexities of the urban settings 
for which the projects are proposed. Larger, more densely 
populated counties and corridors have a bigger problem which may 
require more ambitious solutions. To favor projects simply because 
they can be done soon or because they don't need federal funds 
is to say, in effect, that the state only wants to deal with 
relatively easy problems of public transit. 
subject. 
With that, I'll close and shut up and go away. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Thank you. Does staff have any questions? 
MR. EGAN: Once again, Los Angeles. Same place; same 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: So far, it seems that we've had several 
items that can be put together in legislation for next year and 
there were a couple of different kinds of thought. Out of that, 
I'm quite sure we'll come up with something that can be more 
workable than what we have right now. When a system is under as 
much criticism as our present one is, there has to be another way 
to go and that's what we're searching for. 
We're going to listen to Mr. William R. "Bill" Lucius. 
're talking abou·t Metropolitan Transportation Commission and 
we're looking at the Chairman, right? 
WILLIAM "BILL" LUCIUS: I am Chairman. My name is Bill 
1us and I think many of you know that. I will indicate that I 
was very much impressed with the ride on the trolley today and 
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I'll only point out that ile t re are a great many products 
put out about that, it was old State Transportation Board 
that authorized that tement with this specific idea in mind, 
of having a trolley system. Those people have long since departed 
but Jim Schmidt down here in San Diego and several others played 
a key factor in that, and I'll never forget that especially when 
I saw it today. 
O.K., I'll continue with my testimony by saying I'm 
here today at your request to assist in your review of state mass 
transit programs. Last year, before Mr. Ingalls, I tried to read 
with these glasses and I failed so I'm going to shift where I can 
see this better. 
The three programs which you have chosen to focus on 
are the SB 620 Program, the Intermodal Facilities and guideway 
programs, and the Article XIX Guideway Program. Incidentally, 
I have with me, Mr. Paul Maxwell, Manager of MTC's planning section. 
I would like first of all to address the overall SB 620 
pro am, of which the intermodal facilities and guideway programs 
are only two parts. As enacted by the Legislature, SB 620 had 
12 funding categories ranging from rail operations to the State 
Transit Assistance Program. The entire SB 620 program needs to 
be reappropriated during the next legislative session, and MTC 
wishes to state its strong support for the continuation of the 
program at the same level of funding for a period of five years. 
We would like to offer two changes in the SB 620 program 
for your consideration at this time. First, it has been our 
observation that the existence of so many separate categories 
- 89 -
makes f ial programming and plann of SB 620 funds a 
di icul and time consuming process. The program's 12 categories 
c be c ed two categories: A statewide 
discre 1 program, which could include funding for rail, 
gu1 ermodal facilities; a regional discretionary 
program, like the current State Transit Assistance Program. 
to a ister, at both the state and regional levels, and would 
a low strative flexibility to direct funds where they are 
most ne 
, the development of 620 guideway and intermodal 
ilities ograms should be plac the review process 
est li d by AB 402. This would allow all eligible 
lopment of the State ojects to be considered dur 
tation ovement Program ( IP), a process which has 
proven o be ef ctive. This would allow regional transportation 
plann ie to develop and advocate regional priorities for 
SB 62 ects and it would a low to develop a statewide 
a 
r 
on a long-term f ial plan. inclusion of 
0 t discretionary pro d te consistency 
statewi transportation financing and pro amming. I think 
t t I heard Mr. Young pretty much state this morning. 
IRMAN WRAY: I 
structure that you descr e 
t mo -F" ~1erce, t? 
I 
it would be his position. With 
re, wou dn't competition be 
it mi cause a little more desire 
monies involved but I think the ultimate conclusion 
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you would really see 
I think that's right. 
that. I don't know. 
ite programs coming out forthright. 
You probably want me to speak further on 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: It would sort of open a door here 
and make it more accessible more competitive as well. 
MR. LUCIUS: I ink that with your present regional 
agencies, Mr. Chairman, I don't visualize that as a problem that 
couldn't be met head on and taken care of at that time. 
CHAI&~AN WRAY: Wouldn't, once again, the flexibility 
you spoke of earlier accomplish the same thing as separating the 
funds as you describe? Di 't we reach the same point Assemblyman 
Young did? 
PAUL MAXWELL: The po we're making e 1s that we 
el that the SB 620 program, if 1 's reappropriated, should be 
restructured so that it works in the same fashion as the highway 
program does under AB 402. 
CHAIR1v1AN WRAY: How old are your SB 620 funds? 
MR. MAXWELL: In this part of the testimony it should 
be considered as part of the 402 process. Under the Article XIX 
guideway program) as we'll get into that further along in the 
testimony, we think that the CTC should have discretion in the 
application process. 
CHAIR\1AN WRAY: 0. K., that 1 s fine. 
MR. LUCIUS: I would also like to address the Committee's 
specific concerns about the two state fixed guideway programs 
under Article XIX and SB 620, related to the equitable allocation 
of those funds. Much attention in recent months has been focused 
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on e relationship between the two programs and on the issue of 
equit le distribution of Article XIX In cooperation with 
our transit erators public works directors, we have developed 
four or inc les for the allocation of Article XIX guideway 
funds. 
First, the California Transportation Commission should 
be provided the flexibility to allocate ideway funds to projects 
ic re 11 ready to be implemented. , I th that's what 
were s i 
cond, the CTC should be authorized to enter into 
multi- ar commitments for specific large-scale projects. Any 
accumulation of funds should be 1 ted to specific achievable 
projects. 
l , CTC should cons s ltaneous allocation of 
tic e IX deway funds and SB 620 The application of 
402 process to the SB 620 ideway program would allow CTC 
to ons 
plan r 
1n a g 
counties 
r sources o s loping its financial 
, the 25 percent on oposition 5 expenditures 
s d be el t so t Proposition 5 
a major highway pro may participate fully 
am. For example, San isco County, which has a 
small l program but a large ne r Proposition 5 funds, 
s been prevented from participating lly in the program, and 
n t, received less 50 percent of its Proposition 5 
needs last ar. I we he that a little earlier 
as as Northern California is concerned. 
2 -
Should legislation which incorporates MTC's principles 
not be enacted, we would have no choice but to seek the extension 
of the banking provision to Bay Area Proposition 5 counties in 
order to preserve our ir share of statewide funds. 
We are available to work with the Committee as it consi-
ders these and other state mass transit programs and are keenly 
aware of this Committee's importance in achieving our common goals 
in providing a secure funding base for transit in California. 
I thank you and I might mention that I was at the APTA 
meetings. I met with Administrator Teale there. He has singled 
out the Metropolitan Transportation Commission as one of the 
authorities that he looked at thought they'd done the most 
comprehensive planning a particular area of anywhere in the 
country and he cited this particilar fact to all of his regional 
directors. So, I do think that we are in somewhat of an equitable 
basis with the ... 
CHAIRMAN WR.I\.Y: You 1 re a speciman there. You're open 
to the ... 
MR. LUCIUS: Well, Tony started is and I m one of 
the original commissioners and it goes back an awful long way. 
CHAIRiviAN WRAY: I'm aware of that. An earlier suggestion 
stated that Proposition 5 monies auld be allocated on a per 
capita basis. Would you have any comment on that? 
MR. MAXWELL: Mr. Chairman, I think a proposal that 
guaranteed a certain amount of the Proposition 5 funding over a 
period of years to any one county, which is half of the proposal 
I think the CTC staff presented, could be discussed. We don't 
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have a sition on the exact formula at the present time. It seems 
that per capita might be a reasonable way to go. We might want to 
t in some exist service factors into that formula. I think 
we d want to discuss that th you as legislation is developed. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: The reason I question you on that is 
because it's been brought up by at least two previous witnesses. 
MR. MAXWELL: I think what we would not want to do is 
continue allocation based on highway program which has ... 
RMAN WRAY: You want to s arate your apples and 
or es at s t 
MR. MAXWELL: I think we'd like to do that. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Very good. you very much. 
Thank you very Mr. Chairman. It's always 
a pleasure to appear before you. 
IRMAN WRAY: It's a pleasure to have you with us. 
IUS: you very much. 
IRMAN WRAY: We remember good old days, don't we? 
I I had a question on that a weeks ago 
s ody me whether I would like to go back to the Bridge 
Board r new legislation and I said it was nine of the 
reatest ars I'd ever had in my li , but I don't think I want 
to return. 
RMAN WRAY: wouldn't want to rel that? Thank 
u ve , Bill. . Al Holl was with the Orange County 
rtation Commission. Now is the University of 
1 rnia at I 
AL I'm Assistant Director of Institute 
of ansportation S ies at UCI, and a s-been as far as OCTD 
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1s concerned. 
I'm not going to elaborate on these questions because 
I found myself sitting in the back of the room nodding my head 
through Tom Jenkins' testimony and I'm still somewhat tainted 
with the Orange County viewpoint as I cannot speak objectively 
in that aspect. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Oh, I'm sure you could. 
MR. HOLLINDEN: I do want to mention the five major 
steps in the process of development of facilities. The allocation 
which is being addressed, the allocation and selection of projects 
and so forth, that's being addressed with these various questions 
and answers. There seems to be somewhat more agreement on that 
area. The implementation and the role of the Department in the 
implementation has been covered. 
It was not one of the questions but with the operations, 
and you're talking about intermodal facilities, who is to operate 
it. Quite obviously the large Union Station project and so forth, 
will probably be operated by Caltrans. But, this is additional 
budgetary material that's going to have to be included for them 
in the future and one has to consider that when you develop your 
legislative package. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: One question, can we afford to lock 
the operation into Caltrans? 
MR. HOLLINDEN: There's an expense in operating, and 
somebody's got to operate it. If the state owns Union Station 
down in Los Angeles, it seems to me that Caltrans is probably 
the logical operator. Over a period of time that management and 
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so forth is going to cost somebody some money. It's got to be 
considered in the budget as part of the total transportation 
pac ge. I don't think pe le s ld forget about it as you go 
along in the planning process as we add more and more intermodal 
facilities into this program, somebody's got to operate them. 
Maybe it will be the locals in some cases; maybe, Caltrans in some 
cases. I'm not here to argue about that at this point. It's a 
budgetary item and something that has to be considered. 
CHAIRlviAN WRAY: There are more ways to use Cal trans' 
expertise, and I have no opposition to that at all. I think 
really any time we can use any "in e" expertise we have, we're 
sa vi money for everyone. 
MR. HOLLINDEN: Two areas that are not generally 
addressed: evaluation of projects once they're completed. 
re s a tendency, in government in general, to appropriate 
we have to develop something big and then we walk away 
om l You can learn a lot after build something and you 
go in 
how it's 
re six months later and t 
erat , what can be lea 
a good survey of the users, 
from is. There should 
be a set of eva tions done on every of tr ortation 
financing or implementation package the Legislature passes. 
S ilar , after this evaluation ject there should be some 
dissemination prdcedure where you can back to the people 
throughout the state, that is transit districts and so forth, 
and tell them what s been learned. 't the same mistakes 
over and over. 
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CHAIRMAN WRAY: Just think how well it would serve 
those people. 
MR. HOLLINDEN: Not just that. If you made a design 
error someplace, let's make sure that all of our other people 
that are planning facilities somewhere up and down the state 
don't make that same mistake. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: It gives them an alternative to change 
what is on the drawing board rather than to build. 
MR. HOLLINDEN: Yes. What I'm saying is, as I see it, 
that when the Legislature does their appropriation, when they 
do set up these programs, when CTC allocates money for these 
programs, there should be a little hold back there, and this idea 
of evaluation of a project later on, the idea of disseminating 
what is learned from these evaluations should be a point of 
consideration. And, I've seen that, in past, and I thought 
this might be a good time to interject that possibility when you 
talk about new legislation. 
So essentially, that's all I have at this particular 
time. 
MR. SCHIERMEYER: You try to receive, I guess, some 
funds at the Institute through the TP & D Account. Are those 
funds oriented for specific projects or general research activities 
of the Institute? 
MR. HOLLINDEN: No, those are allocated for specific 
projects. Yes, we put into the Center of Business and Transpor-
tation, a proposal in competition for university research monies 
at the federal government and so forth. Prior to putting in the 
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proposal we talk to people and what we perceive as some real state 
needs and so forth . 
. SCHIERMEYER: Pe s suing your proposal, 
some ing ought to be expended 1n that particular effort. 
MR. HOLLINDEN: I did have university in mind as a 
good source to do these sorts of evalutations, if t's what 
you're tting at, yes. With very 1 cost, you know. Do 
our commercials count? 
MR. SCHIERMEYER: At a state rate? 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: As a matter of fact, anytime we've had 
occasion to use the university facilities, I think it's been a 
sav a time saver as well to the state. I think it's a 
great idea. Very good. No comments on any of the previous testi-
monies? 
between 
MR. HOLLINDEN: I think I could comment on the difference 
banki procedure quickly. 
CHAI WRAY: That seems to be one of most popular 
ssues. 
state 
HOLLINDEN: In 
les state money at 
program, quite clearly, 
tate level federal 
money. is allocation problem seems secure. The money 
flow from the fe ral level into transit agencies is a direct 
one the state is not luded 
when a transit agency deals with the fe 
to be some assurance of mat ing monies, 
tion is re. If don't s 
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t particular line, so that 
ral government there has 
local contribu-
picture you ... 
CHAIR..\1AN WRAY: Don't have the proof. 
MR. HOLLINDEN: You don't have any sort of proof or 
you don't have any sort of statement. The deral government 
not take that, or at least that's the feeling among the transit 
agencies. If, as Assemblyman Young said, it 11 be taken care 
of, that may not be enough r the feds, or at least the transit 
agencies don't el that it would be enough. I think the major 
difference is that the state isn't that funding process the 
way they are in the highway fund. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: That's true. 
MR. HOLLINDEN: It might be a psychological thing. I 
don't know. 
CHAI~~AN WRAY: What about Senator Mills' method of 
borrowing against the fund. If s procedure were llowed 
across the board, I th , as as the ds are concerned, the 
money would be up 
MR. HOLLINDEN: Yes. re are three or four steps in 
getting awfully large transit funds. For a large transportation 
project you need money every step of the way and the reluctance 
I think on the federal side is to go commit any money out here. I 
think this can all be worked out. I think it can be worked out 
through the CTC and then with the federal government as well, if 
there's going to be any federal contributions to guideways in the 
future. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: 're trying to stretch our dollar now 
just as far as it will go and I think as far as what you're saying 
and what the Chairman of the Transportation Committee says the 
- 99 -
current ing process is somewhat antiquated and not productive 
even for the purpose for which it was established. We're still 
1 to have to ana r me of accommodating the feds' 
fund requirements. I th that might be a good idea, I mean, 
a good thing r us to look at. 
MR. HOLLINDEN: You mean, the CTC could issue bills of 
commitment or something of that sort? 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Well, perhaps. Have money committed 
or available or mortgaged and, I the federal government at 
that particular time would have to ace t money is being 
b There were a couple of stions that were kicked 
aro earlier I think we're to to look at all of 
them, I'm sure. Thank you very much, Mr. Hollinden. 
INDEN: In mort ing, d you pledge the 
ernor's mansion? 
I bclicv s 
ick , also. 
Why not? O.K. let's get back to schedule. 
s 
Ass 
already 
next tness. ' e back on 
1 ay, I wi 1 try and go 
c ies of my testimony up there. 
My name is John Schumann. I am the Interim Executive 
Director of 
powers ag 
ramento, 
Sacramento Transit Development , a joint 
created by e Ci of Sacramento, County of 
gional sit ltrans to build Northeast 
o li t rai transit 1 In 1 hones I eak to 
to as an cate t p ojoct. 
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Total transit serves two functions in greater Sacramento. 
First, it provides basic area-wide transportation for those 
who have no access to an automobile. cond, it ides trans-
portation capacity needed to supplement the highway/street system 
and to accommodate peak commuting trips. In addition to these 
basic functions, an improved transit system, such as we're 
proposing adding light rail to the network, also can attract 
choice riders (i.e., those who do have other means of travel 
available) and can help reduce or control congestion on streets 
and in parking facilities, particularly in downtown areas. In 
Sacramento this is important because it supports both the adopted 
local plans as well as the state's own capitol area plan. 
Unfortunately, the existing all-bus transit system In 
Sacramento has reached its carrying capacity during peak hours; 
and Regional Transit operators cannot provide additional carrying 
capacity within the economic framework of its all-bus system. 
By concentrating the line haul and downtown distribution 
portions of central city-oriented trips on efficient light rail 
artery express routes, the number of transit icle trips to and 
from the downtown can be reduced even as passenger carrying 
capacity is increased to meet growing demand. 
Sacramento has adopted an initial 19-mile light rail 
line serving the Northeast and Folsom corridors, and there's a 
map there on the following page to show you where it would run. 
We are about to begin preliminary engineering on this project 
whose total cost is estimated to be $112.7 million. Now, that's 
just $6 million per mile and it's about as much as Los Angeles 
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wants to spend on one mile of its Wilshire Subway. Development of 
the project to date has been a cooperative effort. It was initiated 
concerned citizens in 1975, and its been actively supported 
by state and local elected appointed officials since then. 
State participation at both policy and technical levels has been 
an important factor 1n. moving the project forward. 
With regard to our project, I have a copy of the testimony 
of Judith Bauer this morning for MTDB and I was impressed by the 
ree points on the first page there, use of o -the-shelf tech-
nology, bringing the service in incrementally and as early as 
poss le, and the use of exist g rights-of-way. Those are prin-
ciples that we followed in laying out this system. 
We anticipate that a combination of federal, state and 
local funds will be used. Sacramento is an Interstate Transfer 
city and, thus, is entitled to about $95 million in federal funds 
r alternate transportation projects in place of the abandoned 
I-80 ass eeway. We will not go for any Section 3 money, so 
we are not subject to the vicissitudes of the Administration's 
on-a in, off-aga , but at the moment o -aga attitude toward 
new rail starts. 
Local, regional and state officials working together 
have determined that this 19-mile light rail 1 should be the 
alternate use for these erstate trans r funds. We recognized 
in testimony be re Congress last spring, U.S. Secret of 
ansportation ew s' recognition that, "the Interstate 
ansfer program is an entitlement , t refore, state and local 
officials have discretion to use these funds for subsitute highway 
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or transit projects-- luding new f d systems--as they 
deem appropriate." ral erstate trans s may be us 
for up to 85 percent of t tal stitute ject cost . must 
be matched by state and/or local funds. Under Cali rnia law, of 
course, local funds have to provide at least 5 percent of project 
capital, we will do is. Thus, Sacramento must cont 
to look for state cooperation support r at leas 0 percent 
of the project costs; perhaps a little bit more than that if the 
interstate transfer funds 11 a bit short of 85 percent. 
What that breaks down to is about $95-$96 1 i ral s . 
' 
$11-$12 million in state funds; and between $5~-$6 million 
local funds. Eleven one- lf million dollars comes to about 
between three years wor of Sacramento s osition 5 
authorization, based on 25 percent of the i ogram. 
if we a b bill out of t last e ar f rs, 
we'd be about home ee now wi our state match 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: How do you stand on banking? 
On bank ? We're sed o it unless 
everybody's treat e lly. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: I see. 
MR. SCHUMANN: To bring to Sacramento the approximately 
$95 million available through the Interstate Transfer gram will 
require a continui string state guideway construction funding 
program, whether through Article XIX, the & D Account, or the 
Tideland Oil funds if that were to funded, or new funding or 
some combination of those. 
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I think that the existing guideway funding programs 
recognize the neglect that was suffered by rail transit systems 
in the post-World War II era and the resulting need for special 
measures to encourage the expansion of existing systems and the 
construction of new facilities in California's rapidly growing 
major urban areas. That the state's people have recognized this 
is evident I think by the passage of Proposition 5 in 1974 and 
the enabling referenda subsequently passed in nine urban counties 
to allow use of highway funds for guideway transit through Article 
XIX. Continuation of this important "leg up" for guideway transit 
systems is rather essential. 
The Transportation Planning and Development Account 
programs fill an important gap because, unlike the Article XIX 
funding, they can be used for the purchase of vehicles for fixed 
guideway systems. Continuation of both programs at adequate 
levels is needed. In that regard, I would second the statement 
of the MTC representative a few minutes ago in calling for renewal 
of SB 620. 
Continuity of funding programs also is important because, 
as many of your speakers have said today, of the long lead times 
associated with fixed guideway systems. As a bottom line, what 
we are concerned about is not so much how guideways are funded, 
but that they are funded adequately. The strong state guideway 
support programs of the past half decade have encouraged several 
urban areas around the state to plan for the addition of guideways 
to their transit systems. It would be unfortunate if these 
projects had to be shelved for lack of funds just as they become 
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ready, at last, for construction. 
Now, let me respond to some of your speci c questions. 
I skipped Section A on intermodal facilities because my agency 1s 
not involved in an intermodal project and we really have nothing 
to add to that. 
As far as the question on TP & D Account programs invol-
ving the Department 1n evaluating local applications while being 
an applicant, we think that's a "sticky" role. I guess our sense 
of it is that the issue is how state government organizes itself 
and following the logic of the old Highway Department, Highway 
Commission roles, perhaps, the CTC should end up with the evaluation 
role and allow Caltrans to continue to advocate projects. 
Second, should the Department have a policy role in the 
planning and development of local light rail projects? Perhaps 
our response is sort of meek since we are the state capitol and 
all of us are inevitably intertwined with the state in one way or 
another. 
In Sacramento, development of light rail has been struc-
tured as a cooperative effort between local jurisdictions (city, 
county and Regional Transit) and Caltrans. The joint powers 
agreement establishing the agency that I represent now has 
representatives of all those agencies on it. 
This structure, we believe, preserves local policy control 
over the project, because locals have the majority of the board 
seats, while at the same time it recognizes Caltrans' role as a 
full partner 1n its development. Incidentally, Caltrans is 
responsible for project development activities in our proposal, 
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including design, construction management and other technical 
servlces. We feel this utilizes Caltrans' existing staff capa-
bilit es builds on the experience t gained in the San Diego 
project, and by doing so, helps Caltrans fill its role as a 
department--not just of highways--but of all transportation modes, 
some lng I think it has been growing into over the past few years. 
As to the Department's role in the selection of local 
alternatives, again; because of our co erative approach, Caltrans 
did have input into the selection of our alternatives and this is 
appropriate given the nature of light rail development in Sacramento. 
On the guideway program, the key question seems today 
to be on banking and its justification. Our response is that 
we can find none unless banking is applied to all Article XIX 
counties uniformly. Second, why should certain counties be 
ranteed a share of funds if not others? We sure can't find any 
logical justification r 
In the event you oppose bank , please elaborate. We 
haven't really taken any position on it except, I guess, we're 
ose to it unless we get some. 
your second question, if b ing is eliminated, what 
solutions do you have which would meet deral requirements? We 
ught of three ngs. I think two of them have been mentioned. 
I 't anybody has mentioned the ssibility of using the 
"letter of intent" that is used by the deral government to 
icate its commitment to a multi-year project. This might have 
some possibilities. 
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CHAIRMAN WRAY: A problem that was indicated by one 
other witness was the fact that the feds do want the money up 
front. 
MR. SCHUMANN: That's certainly a problem and I do 
think that the other two ideas, credits, and even more than that, 
the idea of advancing funds as was done in San Diego could meet 
this need. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: That's probably the statement that they 
would understand and act on. 
MR. SCHUMANN: That's about the only way that really 
gives you money in your fist. 
On measures of equity, it seems slightly ironic to me 
since I came out to work on this project from the East a couple 
of years ago. According to the existing Article XIX formula, a 
county must have a strong highway program to undertake a guideway 
program of any magnitude. Yet without going back into the Consti-
tution, there appears to be no possibility of mitigating this 
situation within the Article XIX program. I think this problem, 
to me, just looking on the surface of it, highlights the continuing 
need for other transit guideway funds, for example, the TP & D 
Account. It would seem to me that a return to source over a 
period of years probably would be more equitable because some 
annual returns to source are in such small amounts that the coun-
ties receiving them will never be able to mount effective guideway 
programs. Certainly, San Francisco is a classic case there. 
Even Sacramento with its $3.5 to $4 million a year wouldn't be 
able to build much in any one year with that. Somehow, putting 
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that over a period of years would make sense to me. I think those 
are the major points that we wanted to to you. 
CHAIRtvtAN WRAY: you a e wi other witnesses' 
concerns about the banking process? 
MR. SCHUMANN: We believe so, yes. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Two of my staff pe le have worked with 
you and are very impressed with your project the way you are 
putting t s to ther there, Natalia Greg Thompson. So, 
we've been keeping track of your act ities re. 
MR. SCHUMANN: Greg and I 
society, if you please. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Very good. 
sort of a mutual admiration 
you very much. 
Barry Beck, Executive Director of the Riverside Transpor-
tation Commission, in my good iend Walt ll's area. 
BARRY BECK: Good a ernoon. I'm just goi to give you 
a few ral comments on the 
Commission has not 
oposition 5 funds, primarily 
because a 
ln t il rm a position. Personal 
position on Pr osition S articulat 
Hi r s a lot of sense. I Wl 
e to discuss the issues 
I believe 
earlier 
be rec 
at the 
Ivan 
Commission endorse that position at their next meet 
t my 
One aspect 
of t Proposition 5 process that s not rece d much attention 
tod one that I needs a litt e bit more visibility 
is the statewide level of Proposition 5 ing. What we've 
to split it up today is pe le say , how are we 
between nine el gible counties e r we're going to have 
b 1ng or rantees or what. I haven't heard anybody talk about 
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what is going to be the statewide level of fund g. 
I'm sure you're aware that there are many needed highway 
projects around the state, both inside and outside the nine 
Proposition 5 counties. Being from a non-Proposition 5 county, 
I guess I'm not as concerned about how the money is divided 
between the nine eligible counties as to how much is made available 
statewide. If each of the eligible counties were given a guarantee 
in banking, such as enjoyed now by Los Angeles and San Diego, 
there would be a substantial impact on the amount of funding 
available for highways around the state. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Question, Barry. Are you a recent 
Proposition 5 county? 
MR. BECK: No we're not., 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: One thing that rather causes major 
concern among a couple of groups is that it is only 13 percent 
of the funding. 
MR. BECK: It depends on what numbers you are using. 
If you use all the sales tax on gasoline I think that you'll find 
that a much greater rcentage is go for transit. And, that's 
the way we would look at it, of course. Just for example, if 
all nine counties had had the banking provision that both LA and 
San Diego have, there probably wouldn't have been enough funds to 
match all federal highway aid this year. This year the state tax 
available for capital outlay of the amount that was available for 
capital outlay after meeting the support and administrative and 
maintenance cost, one-half of that or about $50 million was 
budgeted for Proposition 5. What concerns me is that the amount 
- 109 -
for Proposition 5 will more than double, according to figures 
given to you earlier today by Ed Derman of the Legislative 
Analyst's Office, from the current level of $50 million that was 
budgeted this year for Proposition 5, or $250 million over a 
five-year period. Over the next five years, according to Ed 
Derman, Proposition 5 funds could amount to $567 million, or 
an increase of well over $300 million over a five-year period. 
Those of us who have needed highway projects and have 
s orted SB 215 and are concerned that the little, what little 
new revenue t is generated by SB 215 will all be soaked up 
for Proposition 5 projects. I don't recall any of the proponents 
of SB 215 counting it as a transit bill. All of the proponents 
were saying, hey, we need that extra money to take care of our 
highway system. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: On both floors, the Member presenting 
it was quite open and ank about the d ision of funds and how 
it was about and where the money went. So, there wasn't 
any real vagueness or anything of t t sort of evasion or whatever 
the t the bill passed. 
MR. CK: Just to cone ude, as Ivan H raker testified 
earlier, we hope to work wi the Caifornia Transportation Commis-
SlOn other regional agencies to put toge r a legislative 
between the Proposition 
transit crests around 
RMAN WRAY: you favor a discretionary type of 
funding rather than a return to source type? 
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MR. BECK: I think it has to be a combination of both. 
You know, people arc going to have to have a certain amount of 
guarantees and there also has to be some flexibility given to 
the Commission. Some part of this has to be on a discretionary 
basis. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: That gives us a lot to work on? O.K. 
Thank you very much, Barry. Jack Reagan comes all the way from 
Fresno County to San Diego. 
JACK REAGAN: I'm the Executive Director of the Council 
of Fresno County Governments and I thank you for letting me appear 
here today. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Thank you. 
MR. REAGAN: I have a prepared text and I may go off 
several portions of it and go into other portions in great depth. 
We in Fresno County have no intermodal terminals. We in esno 
County do not benefit from the TP & D Guideway Account. We're 
not a Proposition 5 county. 
CHAI!t\1AN WRAY: Thanks for prevailing upon your legisla-
tor to vote for a couple of bills that didn't relate that much to 
your area. We appreciate it. 
MR. REAGAN: Because we don't benefit from those programs 
our taxpayers do contribute toward the revenues, and contribute 
revenues toward their support, I believe the testimony that I have 
to offer today should provide you a unique or a different perspec-
tive. I think it's interesting to note that Barry Beck and I, who 
are representatives of non-Proposition 5 counties are testifying 
late on the agenda and a bastion of strong Proposition 5 supporters 
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earlier, t's probably why I mean, we probably wouldn't have 
made it out of here alive otherwise. 
RMAN WRAY: I'm sure you came in an order in which 
you responded, or whatever. I don't think there's any deliberate 
attempt. No. 
MR. REAGAN: No, I 't think so. 
I should also probably state t with respect to the 
speakers I've heard today, I don't agree with any of them. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: I'm not sure I do either. 
MR. REAGAN: Many of the questions t were posed with 
respect to the rmodal transfer facilities program and also 
the TP & D program related to whe r or not Caltrans acting 
as an applicant of a proponent of a project and also a decision-
maker was in a conflict of interest situation. In my judgment 
clear it is, but I also see another problem th Caltrans 
having s discretion over those programs, and although they 
don't a ct us, there are mass transportation programs administered 
by ltrans t do. In particular ... 
IRMAN WP~Y: Did you hear the representative of 
Caltrans answer to that and s indication he would be 
willi to work with the Legislature in correcting this problem? 
MR. REAGAN: No, I didn't. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: It was an interesting answer. 
MR. REAGAN: I wish that I been here to hear that. 
I'm not sure t ght r lace existing me isms in 
e event t there is a discreti program, a program that 
is not done through the regional transportation planning process. 
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In any event, I still think that there's a potential conflict with 
the regional transportation process. What I would suggest needs 
to be done is a process written into state law that's similar 
to the federal process for A-95 review, that will at least provide 
regional transportation agencies an opportunity to review and 
comment on a proposal within a specified time frame. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: So you're the equivalent of the 
Transportation Commission in the five larger counties there? 
MR. REAGAN: Yes. We're a transportation and planning 
agency for Fresno County. Fortunately, we're also the area-wide 
planning organization and area-wide clearing house. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: You don't have another city-by-city 
organization to deal with, as well. That's good. 
MR. REAGAN: I should note that with respect to the 
A-95 review process, we have refused to sign an updated A-95 
Memorandum of Understanding with Caltrans. It needs such a thing 
for their highway programs. Unless we get an assurance from them 
that we'll also be allowed to provide commentary on programs which 
render their discretion with state funds. We've not yet received 
such assurances, but efforts are being made administratively to 
provide that assurance. What I'm suggesting to you is that such 
provisions would be appropriate to be written into law. 
The topic that most concerns me today, however, and the 
reason I'm here is the Article XIX funds. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Staff would appreciate a little 
elaboration on that during the next couple of months while we 
look at legislation. 
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MR. REAGAN: Yes. 
What most interests me, and why I'm here today is 
to discuss the Article XIX program. I spent a lot of time over 
the last two months going to meetings dealing with Article XIX 
reform. You may wonder why I'm so concerned about this. The reason 
is that the decisions that the State Legislature makes and the 
California Transportation Commission makes concerning the 
allocation of State Highway funds to fixed guideway projects, the 
Proposition 5 projects will, as Mr. Beck indicated, determine how 
much is le over for streets and roads projects. 
As Mr. Beck indicated, some of the Proposition 5 options 
that are currently floating around would yield windfalls to 
Proposition 5 counties as a result of SB 215. I did not monitor 
what happened in terms of debates on the Floor before the Assembly 
or the Senate with respect to SB 215 and the balance that was 
considered. I did monitor quite extensively the happening before 
the California Transportation Commission when they developed their 
State Transportation and Improvement Program for 1981. And, time 
and time again legislative representatives would come before the 
Commission and indicate that they wanted to secure funding for 
highway projects within their districts. Time and time again the 
Commission informed the Legislature that without enactment of 
SB 215 those ghway projects would never occur. From my point 
of view, it was sold by the Commission as a highway bill. The 
legislators that were appearing before the Commission were talking 
highway projects, not Proposition 5 or fixed guideway projects. 
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Those of us who viewed it as a highway funding measure 
waited 18 years for a modest se in gas tax. During 
that time transit interests had benefitted substantial 
legislation that increased their revenues. Among those were 
the Transportation Development Act of 1971, expanded revenues 
through SB 620 and AB 86, and Proposition S, which allowed what 
we saw as a dwindling highway account to be tapped for rail 
purposes. 
I believe, and the interests in Fresno County clearly 
believe, that there is competition for the use of state highway 
funds between 58 counties that generally want to use them for 
highway, also nine of which are Proposition 5 counties that want 
to use them for rail projects. 
CHAIID1AN WRAY: Is there no way that your county could 
receive any benefits from Proposition 5? 
MR. REAGAN: We don't think so. We've done a thorough 
analysis. We did a feas ility study for guide rail. We didn't 
do a justification study. We found that Proposition 5 kinds of 
projects would not work within our urbanized area. They did not 
provide the benefits. density 1s too low. population is 
too spread out for a rail solution. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: You have a rather large city with no 
other suburban connected cities. 
MR. REAGAN: The average trip length in Fresno is 4~ 
to 5 miles, so we have difficulty getting people onto buses. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: It will be another San Diego, in that 
respect, I'm sure within its course. 
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MR. REAGAN: From our judgment, transit interests have 
been success 1 in gaining legislation to their benefit in recent 
yea s. Another example of t we consider to be bad law, are 
the bills which treat Los Angeles and San Diego Counties as 
special cases to be guaranteed Proposition 5 funds equal to 25 
percent of the State Highway funds that are expended in those 
counties; all state ghway funds, including Caltrans operation, and 
maintenance capital as well. The way se guarantees are actually 
wo out, isn't that they get 25 percent. It's that the Highway 
Program is established and an additional one-third is stacked 
on top of There are no trade-o Our interpretation of 
osition 5 as it was d by the voters, as a constitutional 
provision , is that funds shall be made available to the counties 
and counties have the choice then, of how to use those funds 
for eeways, highways or guideway projects. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: You're talking about return to source. 
MR. REAGAN: I'm talking about our conception of the 
t tution. I do r, and I'll get to that a minute after 
I rna a 
counties, if 
IP ri 
o r po s, a return to source basis for determining 
t to be spent. 
ecial legislation for Los eles and San Diego 
same process were est lished 1981 
Ilion of State Highway 
s for Proposition 5, leaving virtual no state cash Account 
for new ilities r hi I 1s is an important 
po If the same process had been us --that is, provide the 
same statutory provisions for all nine oposition 5--the Legislature 
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would have provided $83 Ilion to all those counties for 
Proposition 5 projects. It would have left virtually nothing, 
no state cash, for new state facilities for highways. As it 
is there was $49.5 million appropriated by the Legislature for 
Proposition 5 and there was only $35.5 million allocated statewide 
for all state highway new facilities. 
I think we need to look at Proposition 5 projects in 
the same context as new facilities for highways because that's 
what the Proposition 5 funds are. They're for new starts. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Mr. Schiermeyer has a comment. 
MR. SCHIERMEYER: Yes. Jack, the facts you state are 
true, but the $49.5 million was not a statutory requirement. 
That was a legislative budget action enacted after a great deal 
of debate, and so I don't really know if that's a valid topic 
for debate--to discuss whether we ought to give $49 million or not. 
I don't know where it gets us. 
MR. REAGAN: Up to $49 million, because the Legislature 
has said we can't spend $83 million on guideway projects statewide. 
They trimmed it back to $49.5 million, and of that total, because 
of the statutory provisions, LA got the bulk of it. 
MR. SCHIERMEYER: Yes, that's true and there's no 
debate on it. But if the Legislature was inclined to accept your 
argument, they would only have appropriated statutory minimums 
to satisfy the LA/San Diego set-asides. In fact, they appropriated 
somewhat more. They did not appropriate the full potential maximum 
of $83 million and I can just say that the issue was extensively 
debated in the several Committees that handled it by the Members 
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and it was an energetic kind of conversation. Those trade-offs 
are occurring. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: It is also a provision approved by the 
voters, as well. 
MR. SCHIERMEYER: Proposition 5 is a constitutional 
provision approved by the state voters but also annually in the 
budget the Legislature grapples with the roads versus transit issue. 
It's always there on the front burner. It is addressed. 
MR. REAGAN: I guess, the rest of my 2~ pages of testimony, 
I'll let you read it. I'm opposed and our agency is opposed to 
any legislative guarantees to Proposition 5 counties. We believe 
that Senate Bill 215 provides a mechanism which assures funding 
to counties; 70 percent return to source based upon a formula of 
75 percent population and 25 percent state highway miles. We 
believe that regions through their transportation planning process 
can make trade-offs between highway projects and transit projects 
for those funds, without having to appear before the California 
Transportation Commission to request any more. If they do that, 
that's fine. We have no problem wi it. If they need to come 
to the Commission to request more, then it would provide us non-
Proposition 5 counties to go before the Commission and debate the 
issue. Debate the issue of the real competition between guideway 
projects statewide and highway projects. I believe that legislation 
which provides special deals for Los Angeles County or San Diego 
County or any of the other Proposition 5 counties denies counties 
such as Fresno due process--to come before the Commission to argue 
in an open and competitive manner. 
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CHAIRMAN WRAY: Jack, you're aware, I suppose, that my 
county just became a Proposition S county, after finding that 
there was some imbalance there in that area. We found after 
evaluating the entire situation, we were in need of Proposition 5 
monies and that we could use them. Perhaps, you made the same 
analysis and found that you couln't, but we haven't benefited 
in any way from Proposition 5 yet. A few years ago when the 
proposition was on the ballot we turned it down with about the 
same percentage as Riverside and San Bernadino County. Last 
year we passed it by 78 percent, so I think it was all a change 
of attitude of the public and the generation of a feeling to 
develop mass transit. 
MR. REAGAN: I guess, Assemblyman Wray, my interpretation 
of that vote is the electorate in your county is instructing your 
transportation and planning agencies to program money for guideways 
rather than highway projects. I don't think they voted to spend 
my dollars for guideway projects. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Many of them felt they voted to spend 
our tax dollars, our identified tax dollars for mass transit. 
MR. REAGAN: Yes. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Which was an even stronger indication 
of their feeling in that respect. 
MR. REAGAN: Let me, in the interest of time, make a final 
point. I think SB 215 provides a basis for funding. I think 
AB 402 provides -the mechinism for decision-making. I would argue 
that the California Transportation Commission ought to have total 
discretion for the determination of where Proposition 5 funds ought 
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to be allocated, and the eligible counties in the state in an 
en and competitive manner whenever a county is asking for funds 
ave their 70 percent return to source. 
A point I would like to make: If we eliminated such 
statutory provisions, special guarantees, we'd also eliminate 
this 25 percent of State Highway Account formula. This is an 
impediment. I see no reason why a county such as San Francisco 
co 't spend 80 percent or 90 percent of the funds that may be 
avail le to it. If possible, under the color of money problem, 
and interstate primary funds, and state cash they could balance 
those things out statewide. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: Thank you very much, Jack. I can 
empathize and certainly sympathize because we found ourselves, 
my district and my county, in the same situation that you are 
We ent several years in that position. So, I certainly 
know t you're saying. 
MR. REAGAN: Thank you very much. 
CHAIRMAN WRAY: You projected some good ideas. Anyone 
else t s anything going with the Committee at this time? 
11 we certai y appreciate the patience of everyone and we're 
ve greatful for the testimony we've just heard. We'll see some 
of it, at least, translated into legislatioH next year. 
very much. 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATI OF GOVER!'-W.ENTS 
T 
SELECT COt·IMI fllASS TRANSPORT AT I ON 
30, 1981 
~·IR. CH.ld~r~AN, ~1EMBERS OF THE COr.~:ITTEE. I AN COUNCILMAN JOHN 
VAN DOREN FR8M THE CITY OF DUARTE. I AM HERE TODAY REPRESENTING 
THE SOUTHER~ CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS. SCAG IS THE 
~·iETROPOLITP~N PLAimiNG ORGANIZATI FOR THE SIX COUNTY PEGIO~:. 
OUR RCJLE, ALONG HITH THE COUNTY TRANSPOnTATION COt1i'~lSSIQf·ls, IS TO 
DEVELOP AN INTEGRATED TRANSPORT AT ON SYSTEM IN SOUTHERJl CAL I FOP.N I.~. 
THIS TRANSPORTATION SYST INTO A RENT REGIONAL 0 I-liTH 
THE ~REA'S GROWTH FORECASTS, HOUSING NEEDS AIR OllALITY rn~:SP'Al S. 
I HOULD LIKE TO Ir~PRESS UPON THIS COmU EE HOH CLOSELY TRAi~S-
PORTATION IS LINKED TO SOLVING OUR REGION'S SOCIAL, ECONO~IC 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLH~S. URBAN SPRAVIL CONTINUES TO CH.~RACTER.l ZE 
OUR LAND USE PATTERNS, INLY DUE TO THE COST OF HO~SING. THERE 
t\~E FE vi EJ'.PLOYi~EN CENTERS OF GRI::.AT DENSITY, AND, cNT l L PI: CENT L Y, 
PES I DU;T I AL ARE!\S HAVE GROV:N FURTHER AP/\RT, PAl HEF THAN CLOSEP. 
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TOGETHER. SCAG' S EMPLOYtiENT PROJECT 1 ONS SHOH THAT OUR REG l ON vn LL ADD 
APPROXIMA LY 1.4 MILLION JOBS BY 2000. THIS IS AN INCREASE 
OF 2 I w H T IS G I I NUED TRA~~SPORT AT I ON 
MOBILITY S GOING AN p ITION FOP. OUR WAY OF LIFE. 
THE r1AsS TRANSPORTATION PROGP.Ar:s ING DEVELOPED IN BOTH THE REGIO~! 
ST ~.TE ARE I IN OUR OVERALL TRA;~SPOPJATION 
PLAN. 1 WOULD APPEAR THAT IS NOT GOING TO 
CONTI~UE IN ITS ROLE AS E MAJOR F DI SnuQCF Fnp M~r.ly TP.~ T\ '"S-.) , , - ..1 , , ,, 1 I ' J-\, I 
POPTATI P RAMS. IN THIS LIG J IN STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
ENSURE THAT CURRENT FUNDING SOU ARE r~AINT~.Ir~ED A:m TH~.T 
r' I\ A vJE SU THAT SB 620 IS PEAUTHOPIZED 
AND A ICLE XIX P P. 5) IN TO .1\LLQCATt.D IN AN 
I NER. 
RE I DI S E VARIOUS QUESTIONS E .ITTEE~ LET 
DIS SS T E WORK S IS DOl I NG !ll EGP.ATED PLAN 
R I L FAC I LIT • SCAG IS OF Lno Ir,1G \,..\ ,, 
{\ r:T ID·F t-1 vl ~~ R T SPO I AS ELEf':ENT OF THE 
L I TH S !1 p HAS T\·10 PH!\SES, 
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THE FIRST PHASE, PART OF WHICH IS SHOVlN IN ATTP.CHf'Ttn A, IS 
DIRECTED TO\'IARD: 
o CATALOGING THE REG ON'S TRANSPORTATION CENTERS, 
BOTH EXISTING AND PROPOSED, BY TYPE; 
o SETTING CRIT~RIA FOR EVALUATING NEW PROPOSALS AND GUIDING 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF FUTURE PROJECTS; AND 
o ASSt.SSING vJAYS OF FINANCING THE BUILDING A~m OPERATION 
OF TRANSPORTATION CENTERS, AND ESTABLISHl~lG A STABLE 
FUNDING BASE FOR THEIR DEVELOP~E~T. 
CURRENTLY, IN PHASE TWO, OUR STAFF IS EVALUATING PrOPOSED PROJECTS 
ArdT"'! I DE'·'T T FYI ~'G AnEAS "'HERE I\IFI' (P'T'=RS APf= 11 'Cf:"li!.. D PLAf·'~!T 111 '"' l S C!l~'""': .til l'i ! .\ '\ Yl . ~--~~ .... li I.... I HI- :\ .... ~JJL.. I I id L ,IJ ! i '"'v 
1 r·,T 'W T. !~r T PA~·lS POP 'I [1 T I nr,\1 u rlD IJ'SF A~~'! FflitiJiitv' jl c· l'i="\.'-t l lii)I~PH I Mn 1\ r T C' r.-•J..._. 'I \ n1 l' •) 111 { ..._ o\.- _....,'..) 1•)1 -:.....• ~-!); .. Ll\1 /)\...> ,_ ._. 
THE PROrOSE~ Ct.NTt.RS; AND nN ESTABLISHING wopv 
FJR KEY PROJECTS. 
THROUGHOUT THIS ENTIRE PROCESS SCAG HAS BEEN WORKING VERY CLOSELY 
WITH THE AFFECTED TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES IN THE REGION. WE FEEL 
THIS STUDY IS I~PORTANT BECAUSE INTERMODAL FACILITIES ARE AN INTE-
GRAL Pf\RT OF THE TRANSPORTATIOtl NETWORK. IN FACT., IT IS OUR 
FEELING THAT THE. CENTERS CONCEPT SHOULD BE LOOKED AT .fJ.S REG I o;~,D,L 
IN N~TURE BECAUSE THERE ARE MANY TRAVEL CORRI~ORS A~D ACTIVITY-
POPULATIO~ CENTERS RATHER THAN A SINGLE CENTRAL BUSIN~SS DISTRICT. 
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PLCI.NNING FOR INTER~iODP.L FACILITIES ON A REGION~.L BASIS ENSURES THP.T 
A MAJOR TRAVEL CORRIDORS WILL BE STUDI ON AN EQUAL BASIS AND 
THAT THESE FAC I LIT I TRU T OVERALL TRA~SPORTATION NET-. 
1
·'0PK II 1\ \ 1 
ANV WILL CONTINUE TO BEJ DRAMATIC CHANGES IN THE LEVEL 
E URBAN INITIATIVES PROGRA~ AND FEDERAL CUTS N OPERATING SUBSI-
DIES T REDU SERVICE ARE EXA~P OF CURRENT PPOBLE~S. ALSO, 
SB 0 F. l~lG IS EXTRH1ELY .PETITIVE D FOCUSES tr:AINLY 0~~ PRO-
JECTS ST 
c 
AS 
r·~ODA 
CE 
c 
s 
~,}E I. 
r~G 
l T '\ ~ t C:: 
I' 
ING INTERFACE HITH IL FACILITI 
' 
OUR STUDY IS 
PRI !=" R PA ICIPATI AND VALUE CAPTURE TECH~IQUES !.. 
IAL IN .~ G JECTS. TH:S l EP.-
I LIT I ST SHOULD H L T p 1 ~!G FOP ~iOR.E 
INU • 
D I CTLY TO THE S IF I C OUEST IONS ASKED BY T:-lE 
SONS I HENT INTO SUCH IL ~EGARDI~G SCAG'S STUDY 
s F L IT 
- 2 -
PRJCESS ~F ~VALUATION AND S~LE(TION. I FEEL THAT ~RE 
fiUST Be A HELL oALA~!CED 1 CHANISM FOn CENTEPS 
ON ~ R~GIONAL BASIS. I ALSO THAT A S n; 1 Lt\R SYST OF ADOPT I ON . 
OF CRITERIA AND PRIORITI ION AT THE STATE LEVEL IS NECESSARY. 
Hm:EVEP., I DO NOT FEEL THAT THE DEPART~1E~n IS THE APPROPRIATE Pll\CE 
FOR THIS ADOPTION TO TAKE PLACE. THE LEGISLATURE ESTABLISHED THE 
CALIFOP.:nA TRANSPORTATION COm'dSSION AS AN HmEPENrENT BODY THAT 
\!OULD COORDINATE TRANSPORTATION PLJ'.:·miNG A~D H1PLEf,f:NTP.TION BASED 
0~ THE AB Q02 PR8C~SS. I FtEL THIS ~ECHANISM SHOULD B~ USED FOR 
THE S~LECTIO~ 0F INTE~-MODAL FACILITIES AS WELL AS HIGHWAY PRO-
JECTS. THE CTC SHOULD BE CHARGED HITH ESTABLISHinG THE CRilERIA 
FOR I nTERi10DAL FACILITY PROJt:.CTS AND SHOULD BE RESP8NS IBLE FOR THE 
FINAL REVIEW Aim EVALUATION. HOVJEVER, JUST AS THE PP.EVIOUSLY 
f':ENT I ONE I: SCAG PLAN SOUGHT THE FULL INPUT OF THE AFFt:.CTED COUf'lT I ES, 
THE CTC SHOULD, ROUGH T BOTTO!-~S UP PLANNING PROCESS ESTABLISHED 
IrJ AB 402, r';AKE DECISIONS ONLY AFTER REVIE\1ING THE FULL P,!PUT OF 
THE VARIOUS REGIONAL TRANSPORT AT I ON Pll\NtH NG AGENCIES. IN ESSENCE, 
A T RJ:;J~SPORT A 1 I Of'~ I ~PROVE~:E~H PPOGP.Af~ <T l P) PROCESS SHOULD BE USED 
FOR THESE TYPE OF TPANSIT PROJECTS THAT IS SH~ILAR- IF ~JOT THE 
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T A R HlG IN THE v!OULD BE I J 
u E PROJ s s ED ME:! 
PRI R R (' I PLAN. ,) 
E~ I PR OR T THE CTC ! 
c:w r~ f.. ( CI c p 0 LI 0. IT IS ENT TO THE LEGISLl\r_~: ...,: I v '-' 
F H T E s TT "nOPTI01'\ I l /\_, ' ' 
u P.' T S~LECTION ,, I D I CRI 
0 ID s .I IN P.DOPT 
I BUT.~ 
1 T c E t:F . L j:fl ._ r . LOCP.L 
T 
THE 
A [:- s Hl: i\I:OPTED 
J T I i IN INTER-
V OP . ,\ r c. J l S , 0 J U 1 F 1 .11 
D 
l f:.. 
INTRACOUNTY LIGHT RAIL LINE. THAT P.ESPONSIBILITY MUST REf.~IN \'liTH 
THE APPRDPriATE LO[AL AGEfJCY, 
ARTICLE XIX GUIDE\·!AY PROGPAM 
OVER THE LAST SEVERAL MONTHS., THE CALIFO!"{NIA TRANSPOR.TATION 
COMVISSION HAS DIRECTED ITS STAFF TO DEVELOP A P~OPOSAL TO ~EVISE 
LEGISLATION RELATING TO THE ARTICLE XIX GUII;E\rAY PP.OGRAM. THE 
ELECTED OFFICIALS ON SCAG'S TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE FEEL VERY 
STRm~GLY TH,~T THE VL~BILITY OF PROP. 5 BE 10.APnAINED. TYE 
COFrJTlEE HAS SUGGESTED THAT THl SEVERAL CRITERIA BE APPLIED TO 
ANY LEGISLATION REVISING THE PROGRAr4: 
A, BEFORE .~LLOCAT ING PROP. 5 FUNDS r:E I~UST ENSURE THAT 
THE HIGHEST PRIORITY GO TO f':AXIf"~lZE·lG .~LL .~VAIL~BLE 
FEDERAL FUNDS., AND THAT ALL NECESSARY REHABILITATlO~., 
r~AINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS BE TAKEN CARE OF FIRST. 
THIS SHOULD HELP TO ENSU~E THAT NON-PROP. 5 COUNTIES 
WILL NO LONGER BE DONAR COUNTIES. 
B, IT SHOULD BE ~~.~DE CLEAR THAT THE FUNDS BAnt<tD THUS 
FAP BY THt LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRA~SPORTAllON CO~YISSIOM 
BE HELD HAP.f·iLESS I ALSO, PPOP I 5 COUNTIES SHOULD BE 
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r 
"'' 
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L 
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SANTA A~A CORRIDOR. 
THIS COf'iPLETES f·W FO~r1AL COrMENTS. I vJOU BE Hft.PPY TO .l\NSHEP ANY 
QUESTIONS. THANK YOU FORT OPPORTUNITY TO MEET WITH YOU TODAY. 
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4.1 
4.2 
s 
projects that improve 
nee wi Senate Bill 620 
1trans District 07 
1 i of projects to 
, 1981. "SCAG's recom-
Sacramento and 11 rovide 
eval on 11 use 
sed proj-
r deve1 ing an 
nimize 
1 transportation 
transit (e.g., 
rail, etc~). 
e increase) 
zones served by 
L 
ansportation Plan as 
4 ;;er mi1 e". 
2) E::oncrnic Irnoacts. The potential benefits to the 1oca1 economy 
3) 
are typically a key in decisions relating to transportation 
centers. Whi1 e the or purpose of a transportation center is to 
improve transit service, an important secondary goal is to promote 
economic development. 
Possible Measures 
a) Permanent in service area 
b) Land use impact (square footage of development) 
c} Retail es impact 
Consistencv with Reoionai and Loca1 Growth Policies. Since transporta-
tion faci 1ities have an important impact on regional and 1 oca1 growth 
and development , they must be consistent with the relevant 
land use polic es. This criterion measures the consistency of these 
projects with adopted policies. 
Possible Measures 
a) Impact of transportation center on population growth in relation to 
adopted growth policies 
b) Impact of transportation center on employment growth in relation to 
adopted growth policies 
4) Potentia 1 for Private Sector Financing. This criterion attempts to 
measure the value of the transportation center to the business 
community. In the era dwindling public resources, a major test 
fo~ pro sed transportation projects will be the willingness of 
5) 
the private to help nance the projects. 
Possible Measures 
a) Estimated s re 
sources 
total capital costs to be provided by private 
b) Existence of rm commitments for private sector financing 
Traffic and Environmental Imoact. A major transportation center wi11 
inevitably result in a greater concentration of traffic on nearby 
streets., A related problem 1s often an increase in emissions, par-
ticularly carbon monoxi , 1 n the immediate area. Noise impacts 
should also be condidered. 
Possible Measures 
a) Traffic vo1umes/capaci es 
b) CO emissions/concentration 
c) Noise impacts 
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Appendix A lists the criteria Caltrans uses to eva1uate the SB 620 
app1 ica:ions. The criteria recommended by SCAG have a s1 ight1y different 
emphasis, tending to place all major travel corridors on a more equal 
footing, whether or not they are designated as corrrnuter rai1 corridors. 
The SCAG approach also a11ows for greater flexibility in modal technology. 
Further, SCAG's criteria view adaptability as desirable, .since the final 
choice of technology-- i.e., heavy rail, light rai1, commuter rail, bus 
on freeway, etc. -- is not certain in a11 cases. 
Other differences between SCAG and Ca 1 trans critera are that 1) SCAG 
exp1 icit1y considers the economic and environmental impacts of proposed 
projects, and 2) SCAG gives more credit to projects that have a greater 
potential for private sector financing. 
4.3 Aoolication of Criteria 
SCAG suggests that the criteria be applied only to "transfer centers" or 
''inter-modal centers", as defined in Section 1.3. "On-line stations•• and 
"park-and-ride lots• would not be evaluated against these criteria. This 
approach is generally consistent with the eligibility requira~ents of SB 
620 (see Appendix A), which state that "an ineligible project for purposes 
of these guidelines is any project serving primarily patrons of on1y one 
mode of transportation." 
4.4 Suooested Scorino/Rankino Technioues for Evaluatino Centers 
Projects are ranked from 0 to 5 on each criterion. A range of scores 
and characteristics is shown in the following table. The relative 
importance of each criterion will be preserved by "weighting", and an 
overa11 weighted average computed for each project. After evaluation, 
projects would be either '1 high1y recorrmended", "recorrmended'', or "not 
recommended at this time". 
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7) Adaptability 
o Project designed and engineered for a single 1ine-hau1 
mode upon which there is no agreement or reasonable 
assurance that the technology in question will be 
selected, bui1 t, and operated, or project site effec-
tively e1im1nates the possibility of future conversion 
to, or addition of, alternative modal technologies. 
5 Project site and design do not preclude future con-
version to or addition of alternate modal technologies. 
8) Project cost 
o Total acquisition and construction costs high relative 
to alternative projects. 
5 Totai acquisition and construction cost 1ow relative to 
alternative projects. 
9) Readiness to construct 
o Project is in the very preliminary stage of development. 
Considerable work is required before construction can 
begin. 
5 Project is ready to begin construction. P1ann i ng and 
engineering studies have been completed, funding is 
secure. and ali other resources have been mobilized. 
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4, 0 9 \981 
-Assemblyman Chet Wray, Chairman 
November 4, 1981 
Page Two 
The SACOG Board and its staff are available to work with you on this 
issue and other issues relating to the State's transportation program. 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this input regarding an 
issue which we feel is of importance to the Sacramento Region and the 
State of California. 
~~:~~ 
LM:JEB: 1 r 
cc: Senator Jim Nielsen 
Senator John Doolittle 
Senator John Garamendi 
Senator Ray Johnson 
Assemblyman Leroy F. Greene 
Assemblyman Tom Hannigan 
Assemblyman Wally Herger 
Assemblywoman Jean Moorehead 
LAWRENCE MARK 
Chairman 
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Dan McCorquod 
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Executive Assistant Peter Szego 
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XIX Testimony 
Chairman Wray: 
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9, 981 
it transcript of 
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Article XIX Guideway Funding 
Committee Members: 
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2. 
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The 
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Transit public hearing on 
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following issues: 
char~ing fund situations at the 
so non-State monies can be 
ects that are now ready to proceed. 
commitment of State funds to 
approved. This, to garner 
goverment and local 
equitably to Prop. 5 counties so 
and so counties will be 
ready to begin. 
progran is to Santa Clara 
operator in 1973, we have been 
have conducted study after 
We have diligently 
SQpport of the project, but 
Timing is so 
don't "strike while the iron 
thereby the opportunity to 
just now developing. If we 
few years, there is the opportunity 
project, but also to shape the new 
, a posi manner. These new, 
patterns will have a beneficial impact on 
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Assemblyman Wray -2- November 9, 1981 
B. 
Question 4: Muni does not lieve Department 
should be re s for ect development of 
all Intermodal Facilities the same manner 
as the Highway System operates, or even it should 
be lved in the development of all Intermodal Facili-
ties connected with commuter and interci rail passen-
ger routes. While in theory one could view the Highway 
System as a model for Department's involvement in 
transit, practice suggests that Department does not 
do as good a job developing transit projects as the 
reg or local entities. The has not demon-
strated expertise the area of transit is unable 
to spend its own money for projects an effi-
e way that serves st. 
Question 5: Muni does not bel the islature should 
make direct appropriations to the Department for specific 
projects. This ref ts the extens lobbying 
ty of the Department. Rather, legislature 
make a lump sum iation to the Interrnodal 
Facilities Program and the Departrnent 1 s projects 
of the priority setting process in the 
California Tran Commission 
other trans t ator's projects. 
treatment should accorded 
to ects. 
The Department 
while at 
because of the 
There is no why the 
icy ro 
a light rail 
counties, and MPO 
suffic 
1 
have a specific 
a local 
s 1 expertise to trans-
Department ls strongly about a specific 
issue , the process of consideration of alternatives 
to be studied by a local certainly permits for 
be expres s by the 
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Assembl -3- November 9, 1981 
c. Mass Trans 
major 
accrue to some 
funds and 
s, if bank 
be permitted to 
require more than one 
tern o credits or 
veloped. Our main 
ready to expend 
set as waiting 
tran ef 
Your statement about 
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necessary be 
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can quali 
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If 
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of years 
ready, 
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25% cap on use of State Highway Funds for 
transit. It is our ought to be 
tted to decide upon an allocation of 
le XIX funds transit It is so 
San Francisco's posi t for financial 
support, whether credits, s, must 
based on an ication specific 
ject. Support ld not be guaranteed to an operator 
unspecified projects Projects must all reviewed 
th of a process. In 
i on, the readiness ought to be a 
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Assemblyman Wray -4- November 9, 1981 
stion 4: San Francisco is not convinced that a return 
to source guarantee for Prop 5 funds is the best way 
to stribute mass guideway transportation funds. Cer-
tainly some counties could better utilize guideway funds 
than others, and the dollar would go further in providing 
publ transportation in some places than other places. 
Fundamentally we challenge the notion that a return to 
source is the best way to deal with a specific kind 
fund such as a guideway fund. The California Trans-
portation Commission, for allocation purposes, should 
consider a list of criteria and those which you list 
are among those that they might consider. The criteria 
should not cover the entire universe of possible criteria 
but should be somewhat focused, and avoid, if possible 
mutually exclusive criteria. Thus, "identifiable county 
transit needs" might be contrary to "return to source" 
and a system of weighting would need to be devised if 
criteria such as these were both included. 
I have kept se responses brief, because I realize you 
responses from all over the state. I would 
el borate on any of my stated positions. 
are 
be 
Skl r, General Manager 
Utilities Cow~ission 
DS LS/bsk 
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